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ComPANIEsS— 
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Allen v The Castle Donington Rural Great Northern Railway Co. v Coal Co- Marietta, Re - 33 
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Allsopp & Sons (Limited) v Harkness sais Green v The Master and Fellows of St. | Newton (Infants), Re... si 3 - 2 
Ambition Investment hace Sontety, 2 Re 189| Peter’s College, | Newton v Amalgamated Musicians’ “Union 710 
Ancell v Rolfe 234 | Harbin v Masterman .. ih 193 Newton v Newton... pei é 7? 
Arton, Ex parte wee ae one --- 205| Hobson, Re... $x! as -8 | Norton v Dashwood = 631 
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HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Conquest v Ebbetts 
v Vogan... 
Lock v The Queensland Investment, “&c., Co. 
Scholfield v Earl of Londesborough... : 
West Ham Guardians v Churchwardens of 
St. Matthew, Bethnal Green us 


a LUNACY. 
“yA ae i sais 
iy. He <4 


Salt, Catherine, Re 
Watkins,Re ... 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Alcoy and Gandia Railway and Harbour 


Co. (Limited) v. Greenhill; Greenhill v. 


Tbe Alcoy, &c., Co.: The Trustees, 
Executors, and Securities Insuranc= Cor- 
poration (Limited) v. The Alcoy, &c., Co. 
Asgar & Co. v Blundell and Others 
Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik v Henrr 
Johnson & Co. and The Basle Chemical 
Works... és pas 
Bell, Re. Jeffery 'y Sayles is 
Bennett, Re, Jones v Bennett 
British Wagon Co.vGray ... 
a v Berry = a 
Caffin v Aldridge 
Chaddock v British South Africa Co. 
Chapman, Re, Cocks v Chapman 
Chillingworthy Chambers... 
Clarke's Registered Design, Re 
Clutton and Others v. Attenborough & Son 
Colonial Securities Trust Co.v Massey ... 
Committee of London Clearing Bankers v 
The Commiesioners of Inland Revenue _.. 
Constantine & Co. v Warden & Sons: 
Bobell & Co., Third Parties sa ; 
Cotton ¥ Vogan 
Dallmeyer, Re. Dallmeyer v Dallmeyer se 
De “i Re, De Haghten v De Hogh- 


Deriyshine Couniy Council ¥. . Mayor, &c., 
(Limited), An 


Dunbill v North-Eastern Railway Co. 
Dans v The Queen ; 
Edwards + Waiters 


Pricker ¥ Van Gratt- : 

Gas Flost “ Whitton ‘Ko 5” 

Gonty and the Manchester, Sheffield, ar od 
Léimoolzebire Ezil way Co.. Re Arbitration 

Hamilton, Re, Cadogan v F' tzroy 

Banca, Be, Maicoim vy Hancock . 


Mills and Spinning Co. ‘(Limi 


Doe Re, ae ae — 
PE roe, SA pas 
Holt & Co. 1 Saunders, ‘Green, & Go. 
Hood Barre + Herict _. 1, Gi, 
How + Earl Winterton re 

Re, Hart + Stone .. 
a Yates Nitrate Grown 
SCematsr' eT ratie- 


NAMES OF CASES 


371 
238 
113 
512 





REPORTED. 





Knight v Simmonds .. 
| La “Compagnie de Mayville (Limited) v 
Whitley e 


| Lencnsher v Lancaster 
| Leo Steamship Co. 


_ (Limited) v Corderoy 
and Others ... 


Se Estates Purchase Co. (Limited) 


Willoughby ¥ 

Lock v The Queensland Investment and 
Land Mortgage Co. (Limited) ... 

London County Council (Appellants) Vv 
Churchwardens and Overseers of the 
Parish of Lambeth (Respondents) ee 

London County Council (Appellants) ; Pryor 
(Respondent) 

Lord and Bradbury and Fullerton’s Con- 
tract, Re 

Lyons, J., & Sons v Wilkins 


| Macduff, Re, Macduff v Macduff ... 


564 
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M‘Keown v The Boudard Peveril Gear Co. 
(Limited) 

Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 
Railway Co. v Governor and Guardians 
of the Poor of Hull... ‘abi nae ve 

Marriage, Neave, & Co. (Limited), Re; 
North of England, &c., Corporation v 
Marriage, Neave, & Co. (Limited 

Mason’s and The London and 
North-Western Railway Co., Re... 

Miller v Collins 

Mitchell, Edward, A Petition of Right 0 of, 
Re 

Moran v Place .. 

Mowbray v Merryweather 

Newton (Infants), Re... 

Overton & Co. v Burn, Lowe, ‘& Sons 

Paterson v Gas Light and Coke Co. oe 

Powell v Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Co. 

Pugh v London, eo and South Coast 
Kailway Co. 
“* Red Sea,” The 5 

Reg. v Justices of Kent 

—— v Justices of London ‘ 

(on the prosecution of the Dartford 

Rural District a v big Heath 

Railway Co. 

v Soden... 

—— v Tynemouth Rural District Council... 

Richmond Hill Steamship Co. v. Corporation 
of Trinity House ... 

Sadier v. Great Western Railway Co., and 
Midland Railway Co. - 

Salter v Salter ... 

Seaman v Burley ; 

Seaward v Dennington 

Snariand, Re, Kemp v Rozey 

Shoe Machinery Co. (Limited) v Catlan 

si mpeon v Mayor, &c., of Godmanchester 

, Re, Bain v Smith ‘ 

Smith v South-Eastern Railway Co. 

South African Trust and Finance Co. 
Limited), Ke 

South St-ffordshire Tramways Co. (Limited) 
v Evbemith 

st taples v Eastman Photographic Materials 
Co. (Limited) 

Strachan v The Universal Stock Exchange 








Co (Limited) . 
Strafford ( Karl) and : Contract, Re... 
Sturt and Olivant eadon’s Contract, 
Ke “0 ose oon 


Thomson ¥ Thomson .. 
Trevor v Hutchins pm 
Wateon v Royal Insurance Co. see ove 
Whittaker vy Post News- 
afige &. (LAmited).., 
vitwham ¥ Westminster Brymbo Coke 
ant Conk Co, (LAmited) Depa’ 


Whyte, Vx ’ 
Wilk nev "Wilkins a pes 


CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Ainsworth Wilding .. oe 





| Allcard v Walker, Re 





Lucas; Walker v 


Lupton sas Be 
Allen, Re, Adcock v Evans oa 


| Ancell v Rolfe ea 


| Andrews v Gas Meter Co. (Limited) 


| Attorney-General v Albion Hotel Co. ‘ed 


| —— v Christ’s Hospital 


Bartlett v Marshall 

Bates v Kesterton 

Beeman, Re, Fowler v James” 

Bentinck (Lady) v The London and North- 
Western Railway Co. 

Berry, Re, Duffield v Williams 

Binns, Re, Lee v Binns 3. 

Brown v Stedman : 

Buck, Re, Brutey v Mackey .. 

Buckell v King and Koral ... ine ae 

Bulkeley v Stephens ... a! es 

Burgon & Wilkinson (Limited), Re 

Carew, Re, Carew v Carew ... 

Carter v. Carter é 

Cochrane v Exchange 


Telegraph Co. 
(Limited) ges os 


| Collinson v Jeffrey aa 
| Cooper, Re, Cooper v Cooper 


| Copeland, Re, Mitchell v Bain 
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Conse v The cena a of the Level of 
Hatfield Chase ; 

Culverhouse, Re, Cook v Oulverhouse 

Darling, Re, Farquhar v Darling 

Davies, Re, "Thomas v Davies ‘ 

De Hoghton, Re, De Hoghton v De 
Hoghton od 


| Dennison v Jeffs 


Devon (Earl of), Settled Estates, Re, "White 
v Earl of Devon ; Re nage Steer v Dobell 

Dibbin v Dibbin o 

Doetsch, Re, Matheson ‘& Co. ¥ Ludwig oa 

Dunlop ’ Pneumatic Tyre Co. (Limited) v 
Dunlop-Truffault Cycle and Tube Manu- 
facturing Co. (Limited) ... 

Edwards v Jenkins 

Elliot, Re, Kelly v Elliot a 

Elmsley v North-Eastern Railway Co. 

Ernest v The Loma Gold Mines (Limited)... 

Filby v Hounsell se 

Florence v Paddington ‘Vestry 

Frampton v T. White & Sons PY: 

Frewen v Law Life Assurance Society... 

Germaine v The London Exhibitions 
(Limited) ... 

Giles, Re, Jones v Pennefather 

Gooddail, Re, Goodall v Goodall 


| Gray, Re, Akers v Sears see 

| Hardy, Re, Hardy v Farmer... 

| Harkness and Allsopp’s Contract, Re 

| Herbage Rents Charity, Greenwich, Re 
| Hindson v Ashby __... 

| Holt & Co. v Saunders, Green, & Oo. 

| Horner, Ke, Fooks v Horner... 


How v Earl Winterton oe 
Howard & Bullough v Tweedales & ‘Smalley 
Hudeon v Ori 
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| Hull, Re, Melhuish v Fletcher 
Hunt v Worsfold cee eres ba 
Hyderabad (Deccan) Co, ‘(Limited and 
Reduced), Re, a 


Re Companies Acts, 
1867 and 1877 att 
Kirby v Harrogate School Board... 
Konig v Ebhardt’s Trade-mark, Re 
Lart, Ke, Wilkinson v Blades Se 
Lloyds Bank v Bullock 4 
Lock v he Queensland Investment and 


Land M Co, 4 
Macduff, ihe “Mteodutt « v Macduff x 
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New Ormonde wet Co, (Limited), Ex parte 

—, Re.. 

Newton v " Amalga: mated Musicians “Union 

Newton Heath, Rector of, Ex parte one 

North London Commercial ee 
Building Society v Parr’s stage Co. . 

Norton v Dashwood ... pees 

Ocock, Re, Palmer v Anderson wes on 

P.’s Settlement, Re : 

Paterson v Gas Light and Coke Co. 

Pickett, Re, Evans v Pickett... 

Poppleton and Jones’ Contract, Re, | ae 

Powell v The —— Vinegar ‘Brew- 

ery Oo. a ee ove 

Prout vCock ... 

Queensland Sivectinent at Land Co. v 
O’Connell and Palmer __.... las 

Richardson, Re, Morgan v Richardson 

Robinson v Harkin... 

Rooke v Dawson 

Rowland v Mitchell ‘ Bsa 

Sampson, Re, Sampson v Sampson... 

Sanguinetti v Stuckey’s Bank : 

Shoe Manufactory (Limited) v Cutlan and 
Others : S 

Smith, John, Re, Davidson v: Myrtle 

Somes, Re, Smith v Somes 

Spiers '& Pond (Limited), Re 

Stamford (Earl of), Re, Payne v Stamford 

Staples v The Eastman bee ace a 
Materials Co. . 

Stevens, Re, Clark y Stevens. 

Thomas’s Trusts, Re .. 

Thompson, Re, Griffith Y Thompson | 

Thwaites v Coulthwaite ass 

Tilt’s Trusts, Re, Lampet v Kennedy 

Tomsett v Wallis see 

Vawdrey v Simpson ... 

Vine v Raleigh... oe he ale 

Wassell, Re, Wassell v Leggatt... 

Waynes Merthyr Co. (Limited) v D. 
ford & Co. ool 

Webber, Re, Gribble . ‘Webber 

Weeding, Re, Armstrong v Wilkin... 

White & Smith’s Contract and The Vendor 
aud Purchaser Act, 1874, Re om 

Whitwham v Westminster a Coal, 
&c., Co. 

Wood, Re, Attorney-G General ¥ Anderson... 

Wood v West a ; 

Wright v Marsom_.... 

Young v South African and Australian 
Exploration and —ae gga 
(Limited) 


WINDING-UP OASES. 
a Reduction Syndicate (Limited), 
Ambition Investment Building Society = 
Brabourne v The Anglo-Austrian weigtac 
and Publishing Co. eee 
Building Estates Brickfield Co. 
Dombey and Sons (Limited), Re 
Great Northern Railway Co. v The Coal Co- 
Operative society (Limited) sal 
Hamp-hire Land Oo. (Limited), Re... ‘ 
—s Yarn, and C a Co. (Limited), 
nee 276, 
Hounslow Brewery Co. ‘(Limnited), Re 


Kingston ‘ otton Mills Co. (Limited) 34, 144, 
Lands Securities Co. (Limited), Re 297, 479, 


Mid-Kent Fruit Factory ae - 
Nationa! Bank of Wales, Re .. 
New ‘Transvaal Co (Limited) 
Panther Lead Co. (Limited), Re ... ie 
Powell, W., & Sons (Limited), Re ... a 
Practice Direction — Com —W 
up — Proxy — Joint Steck Com 
ee Act, 1870 (83 & 34 Viet. o. 


Severu at Wye and Severn Bridge Rail- 


way 
Smith ¥ Ihe English and Scottish Mercan- 
tile Luvestment Trust (Limited) . ss 
Uniquia, The Universal § and Recrea- 
tin Svciety (Limited), 


Veuve Monier et see fils Limited) and Com- 
te Acta, _ to 1880; a of F. 
Mmeuthal . ane ase 


654 
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654 
478 
4165 
531 
500 
211 
729 
685 
437 
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QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION. 
Alty freon, Ene x porte v Farrell omens ove 


‘Atkinson v Mayor of Carlisle eos 

Attorney-General v Lord Wolverton <u 

—— v Mander and Another ... ona 

Bassano v Bradley and Others at ne 

Birchall and Others v Bullovgh_ ... ae 

Bischop v Toler 

Brooke & Co. (Limited) (Appellants) vCom- 
missioners of Inland Revenue (Respon- 
dents) .. ‘ae pa eee 

Buckler v Wilson rent otal jon aah 

Burnett v Berry 

Burton Regis Rural “District Council v 
Stevens > 

Butson v Davies 

Cain v Moon ... 

Camillo Eitzen and Jewson & Sons, An 
Arbitration between, Re ... 

Carrick v Hancock - 

Carter and Uthers v Rigby & Co. 

Chaffers v Taylor - 

Charterhouse School, “Governing Body of 
(Appellants) v W. Gayler, Surveyor of 


Taxes ( ent)... due one “3 
y Terminal Elevator Co. 
fae The Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue (Respondents; ... : 
Fa gra and Others v Holt... 
Clifton College (Appellants) v Tompson, 
Surveyor of Taxes (Respondent) .. 
Cole (Appellant) v Pendleton (Respondent) 
pay ne racy Se! Police of the Metropolis 
Appellants) v Cartman (Respondent) 
Coo > “gimme (Respondent 
Cook v White 
Cooper v Pearse 
Denny v Bennett 
Dickins v Gill . 
Drax v Ffooks .. 
Drury ¥ Army and | Navy Co-operative 
Society (Limited) me 


Restheumne (Mayer of) v Bendieed. oan 
Elgood and Another v Harris and Another 
Ellesmere Brewery Co. (Limited) v Cooper 


and Others 
Escritt and Others vy Todmorden Co-opera- 
tive Society .. omni — 
Fisher, Ex parte 


Fortune (Anpellant) v “Hanson. (Respondent) 

Francis ¥ Boulton... se co aus 

Fulham Vestry vSolomon ... 

Galwey, F. R., Re, Ex parte FP. E. Gaisey 

Gardner v Hart 

Gillespie Brothers .& Co. v Cheney, > Egger, 
& Forrester ... mek 


Goodson v The wanay Gas Consumers 
Co. (Limited) : 

Hammersmith Vestry v Leva. 

Hanks v Bridgman... ‘ 

Hart v Beard .. 

Hay v The Corporation « of the ‘Trinity 
House... ; 

Hewitt v Taylor * : 

Hockley v Ansah (Regan Garnishee) 

Hoddinott, Surveyor of Taxes (Appellants) 
v. The a Colomal Stores (Limi- 
ted) (Respondents) .. sei 

Holland & Co. ¥ Pritchard and Others 

Hooper ¥ Holme & Eig... aie an 

Hull Rope Co. ¥ Adams 

Huntington ¥ Commissioners of F Taland 
Revenue “in a 


Le Neve Fostor (appellant) v Fyfe & Proctor 
(Respondents) 
~—— whggeint ¥ Lofthouse (Respond 


460 
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481 
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459 
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214 
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Moore v earce’s Dining and Refreshment 
Rooms 


— 
Morgan and ‘Another (Claimants) 
London and North- Western Railway Co. 
Arbitration between -- 


)» ” 
a 
Nicol v Hennessey . a ou 
Noel v The Redruth Foundry Co. (Limited) 
Norwich Union Fire Insurance Co. (A) - 

lants) v — Surveyor of Taxes ( 
t 
Nourse The Liverpool Sailing ship Owners’ 
Mutual Protection Indemnity 
(Limited) ... ae laws 
Osborne v Chocqueel ... 
Paine and Another v 


Pearson ( t) v. The Belgian Mills 

Co. (Lisaited) Bopeaasearag bres 
Phillips v vans one et owe 
Pletts (A t)v (Respondent) 
Portland 


— v Evans and Others, , Fastices, and 

—— v Gaunt ow 
— 5 Giteon and Others, Justices, and the 
Birkdale District Council 


—— v Hain and Others, Justices of St. Ives 
—— v Hopkins and Ferguson 
—— v Horace Smith, , and Another 
— * Jennings and Another, a 
parte Symons ~~ = 
—v Jones ... oon - _ 
—— v Justices of Kent mee seni Bale 
—— v Justices of London -. ‘ i 
—— v Justices of London, Ex parte I 


—— v Stewart, Ex parte Surnham 

—v Tynemourh Rural District Coaneil 

—— v Vestry of St. Matthew's. Bethnal 
Green . ER 


ae Webb re 

—— ¥ Yorkshire West Riding “County 

Repeakis + Presteign Urban District 
Council 


Reynolds & Co. + Tolinson and Others... 
Rhymney [ren Co. (Limited) v J. A. Fowler, 
Surveyor of Taxes ... . 


Richmond dill S ip Co. (Limited) ¥ 
Corporation of the Trinity House ... 
St. Leonard's, Shoreditch, Vester at - 
Phelan 
Sandford ¥ Beal R nf 
Y sins - . 
Ce. ef Australia (Limited) | 
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Spiers & (ew ga Caw * 
Bennett 

Stern and anes «Th The Queen 

Strickland v Hayes... 

Tanner v Oldham ee ‘ 

Thomas v Jennings and Others it. 

Tyser and Others vy The Shipowners’ Syndi- 
cate ) and Others ain 

Vv. aren Bread Co. = ae ¥ 

Stabbs (Responden’ 


t) v The Vestry of Fulham 

its) eon bes ois ee 

Woodley ne v Simmonds (Respon- 
dent 

Woodusds. & Co. v The Globe Marine Insur- 


ance Co. and Others 
Worth v Brown ‘ 


Yates v Higgins 
Young, Ex parte 


SOLICITORS CASES. 
Armstrong, George, = Re 
oo emncagia See Sos an 
., @ Solicitor, Re... ay oe - 055,5 
Berriman, J. J. (an ‘agua Person), Re 
Cholditch v Jones cae 
Clark, John —- 
—. Isaac a, a Solicitor, Re, Ex 
parte The Incorporated Law dated 
Davis, Thomas Buffen as 
Eyre v Wynn- Mackenzie 
Fereday, Henshall 
, William Swann 


Rie le 


Margetts (Taxation), Re a 
Marie Rose Gold Mining Co., Re 
Marsh v Joseph io 





316 


637 


35 6 


5 | O'Shea, Re, Ex parte 





Norton, Charles eee oes soe oe 149 COUNTY COURT CASES 
Perrett, W. H... .. 461 : . 
Reg. v The Incorporated Law ‘Society ... 261 | Chaffers v Judges Lumley, Smith, and 
S., a Solicitor, Re, Ex parte The Incor- Meadows-White ... 13 
porated Law xs Fowle and Others v The Mayor, | ‘ke. , of 
Sander’s Ty a e241, 318} Andover... 742 
Sharman, Charles Crank ... ...... 703|Humtv@oldby = ..  ..  .. «405 
Sherratt, Ralph .. 417| Maulev Whit... ...... Pyne (| 
Solicitor, A., Re, Ex parte The ne Incorporated pies Taunton v Heasman ... ene eee in: Te 
Law Societ 3 
Stephenson, William... .. .. ... 149| CASES BEFORE THE VACATION 
Street, George Henry Procter nS «cs EE JUDGE. 
Tilley, Samuel .. --- 103 | Bouchier v ie ae 813, 846 
Tomlinson v Broadsmith and "Another -- 318 | Brittle, Samuel, Re - “th 5 801 
Venn, Alfred Edward... ase eo9 --. 377| Companies Acts, 1862- 1890, Re, and Re 
Ward, Re os de os om .. 501} The Joint-Stock Companies. ‘Arrange- 
Wilkins, William a el ... 440} ment Act, 1870; and Re The Preston 
Williams, Frank Harold... eae ... 149| Davies Tyre and Valve Co. (Limited) ... 801 
Wilmot, Thomas ox ... 228 | Equity and Law Life Assurance Society, Re, 
Wood’s "Patent Brick Co. v Cloke aes ...' 390 and Re The Companies (Memorandum of 
Association) Act, 1890 ae 728 
BANKRUPTCY CASES. Hewitt v Vestry of St. Leonard, Shoreditch 846 
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Tee REOPENING of the courts has unfortunately been marked 
by the absence from indisposition of an unusual number of the 
— Lord Justice Lovpizy has had a severe attack of sciatica 
and been ordered to Bath ; Mr. Baron Porrocx has been kept 
at home for a few days by cold, and one of the most etlivient and 
able of the Queen's Bench judges, Mr. Justice Cmanums, 
has, according to the im the Zimes, been advised 
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is confidently hoped that a season of rest will pg send wort 
his health. He will have the best wishes of the profession 


for a speedy recovery. 





REFERRING TO our observations last week on the Saturday 
Review’s strange proposal for the compulsory retiremeut of 
judges, a correspondent writes to remonstrate with us. He 
asks why we do not “peg away at the judges who don’t do 
their duty”? He inquires why one judge should “read a 
newspaper on the bench while presiding at a murder trial,” 
and why another judge should “interrupt a case to go to 
certain races,” and why another judge should “cut the sittings 
at the beginning and end”? ‘Well, we plead guilty to the first 
charge. We must confess that we have not “ pegged away” 
at the first-mentioned judge, because, until we read our corre- 
spondent’s letter, we had never heard of the delinquency alleged. 
But for our esteemed correspondent’s statement, we should 
question whether it really occurred. But as regards the other 
two judges, our correspondent has only to look through past 
volumes of the Soxicrrors’ Journat to see that we have rather 
persistently “‘ pegged away” at their little habits. As to the 
one learned judge, it is not very long since we drew pointed 
attention to his postponement of a case presumably in order to 
enable him to be present at an important “ trial” of a very 
different kind. And as to the other learned and highly 
esteemed judge, we have remarked on the ‘‘ cutting of the 
sittings” until we are tired of doing so. But we think that 
both our correspondent and the writer in the Saturday Review 
are disposed to attach undue importance to these minor de- 
linquencies of judges who, on the whole, do their work to the 
satisfaction of the profession. It seems to be forgotten that, 
with judges, as with men in general, “ though they may gang 
a-kennin wrang, to step aside is human.” To propose, as the 
Saturday Review writer did, that, because there are here and 
there frailties on the judicial bench, the ablest and most power- 
ful of our judges should be compulsorily retired, is preposterous 
on the face of it. 





Tue Banxrvrrcy Divisional Court (Vavenan Wittiams and 
Kennevy, JJ.) have rejected, very decidedly, a claim made by the 
official receiver to appear on the taxation of the costs of the 
solicitor of a trustee in bankruptcy. The taxation, of course, is 
primarily a matter between the trustee and his solicitor, and the 
only mode in which either the official receiver or the Board of 
Trade can interfere is pointed out in rules 120 to 124 of the 
Bankruptcy Rules of 1886. Rule 120 recognizes that the 
official receiver has an interest in the matter by requiring that 
the person whose bill is to be taxed shall give notice of the 
appointment to tax to the official receiver as well as to the trustee 
(if any). But where there is a trustee, the bill of costs is to be 
sent to the trustee, not to the official receiver (rule 121), and 
although, by rule 122, the official receiver is entitled to have a 
copy of the bill on paying for it at the prescribed rate, his 
further duty in the matter is defined by the latter part of the 
rule, which says that he ‘shall call the attention of the trustee 
to any items which, in his opinion, ought to be disallowed or 
reduced.” And this statement of his duty seems at the same 
time to limit the official receiver's rights. If it was intendéd 
that he should appear on the taxation, there would have 
been no necessity to impose on him the duty of laying 
his views before the trustees. The ormance of that 
duty exhausts his functions. In 2 Nash & Sons a taxation 
of the costs of the solicitors of a trustee in bankruptcy was 

ted to be taken before the registrar of the Manchester 
Court, and the official receiver, desiring to raise 
numerous objections, claimed to attend y. This claim, 
as above intimated, the Divisional Court rejected, though it 
was held that the registrar might require the attendance of the 
official receiver as an officer for the court, should his assistance 
be found to be necessary. But this, the court was careful to 
point out, was a matter for the registrar to determine, and 
outside the province of the Board of Trade. The right 
Board of Trade to require a review of the taxation 

124, and to appear upon the review, is a different 
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THE INTERESTING question which has been raised for the first 
time in the case of Mowbray and Another v. Merryweather has 
been decided by the Court of Appeal in favour of the plaintiffs, 
in accordance with the carefully-prepared and exhaustive judg- 
ment of Cuantzs, J., in the same case (39 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
$84; 1895, 1 Q. B. 857). The’point which arose in the case was 
whether an employer, who had himself been compelled to pay one 
of his workmen compensation for injuries resulting from the break- 
ing of a defective chain, can maintain an action for the amount 
so paid to the workman against the person who had supplied 
the chain to the employer with a warranty that it was reasonably 
fit for the purpose for which it was intended to be used, although 
the employer had himself been guilty of negligence towards his 
workman in not himself examining the chain. The Oourt of 
Appeal, upholding the decision of Es, J.. have answered 
this question in the affirmative, notwithstanding the fact that the 
plaintiffs’ own negligence in not properly examining the chain 
before it was used was the direct and immediate cause of the 
accident. The undisputed facts were these :—The plaintiffs, 
who were stevedores, undertook to discharge a cargo from the 
‘defendant’s ship, and for this purpose the defendant undertook 
to supply the plaintiffs with all necessary cranes and chains. 
The Nefondant, in breach of this undertaking and warranty, 
supplied a chain so defective that it broke and caused serious 
injury to a workman in the plaintiffs’ employment. The 
injured workman brought an action under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, against his employers (the plaintiffs), and 
this action was settled by the payment to the workman of 
a sum of £125, a sum which the plaintiffs now sought to 
recover in this action. It was admitted at the trial that the 
defendant had supplied a defective chain, and was guilty of a 
breach of warranty to the plaintiffs in so doing ; it was admitted 
that the plaintiffs themselves were guilty of negligence in not 
examining the chain, and that if. they had examined the chain 
the defect could have been discovered in time to have prevented 
the accident ; and it was admitted that the plaintiffs were under 
a legal liability to compensate their workman—the basis of their 
liability being their negligence in not properly examining the 
chain; and it was also admitted that the payment of the £125 
was a fair and reasonable payment to the workman. 





UnpDER THESE circumstances the question was whether the 
plaintiffs could recover from the defendants this sum of £125, 
which they had been compelled to pay to their injured workman ; 
and the courts huve held that the plaintiffs are entitled to re- 
cover, thus leading to the very curious result that a person may be 
entitled to recover a sum which he has been legally compelled 
to pay in respect of an injury resulting from his own negli- 
gence. This decision, we believe, carries the law further than 
any reported case, because, although during the argument 
maay cases were referred to, no case could be cited where a 
plaintiff was held entitled to recover under the same circum- 
stances. Thus in the case most in point in favour of the 
plaintifis—Burrows v. The March Gas and Coke Co, (20 W. R. 
493, L. R. 7 Ex. 86)—the defendants, a gas company, con- 
tracted to supply the plaintiff with a service-pipe from a 
main outside to a meter inside his premises; there was a 
defect in this pipe from which gas escaped, and as a servant of 
a gas fitter incautiously went into the room with a lighted 
candle, the escaped gas exploded and injured the workman, and 
the defendants were held liable on the ground that their breach 
of contract in supplying a defective pipe was the primary 
cause of the damage, notwithstanding the carelessness of the 
gas-fitter. Although the circumstances in that case were 
somewhat different, yet, as Cuar.xs, J., pointed out in his judg- 
ment, the reasoning of Martin, B., would.go the whole len, th 
of the plaintiffs’ contention in the present case. The case relied 
on for the defendant—the case of Kiddle 4 Son v. Lovett (34 
W. RB. 518, 16 Q. B. D. 605)—is clearly distinguishable from 
the present upon one important point, namely, that there, 
although the plaintiffs settled the workman’s claim, they 
had done so under a mistake, as it was afterwards found that 
the plaintiffs had been guilty of no negligence, and that, there- 








fore, we J were not bound in law to compensate their workman, 
\and could not recover for the money paid to him. That de- 
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cision, therefore, was no authority ‘against the plaiatiffs in 
the present case, who, having been guilty of negligence towards 
their workman, were bound in law to compensate him for the 
injury resulting from such negligence. 





Ir Is UNFORTUNATE that the opinions of the Railway Commis- 
sioners should have differed upon the important question which 
came before them in Rickett, Smith & Co. v. The Midland Railway 
Co., decided on the 25th ult. The point arose upon the first 
section of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1894, which enacts 
that “ where a railway company have, either alone or jointly 
with any other railway company or companies since the last day 
of December, 1892, directly or indirectly increased, or hereafter 
increase, directly or indirectly, any rate or charge, then, if any 
complaint is made that the rate or charge is unreasonable, it 
shall be on the company to prove that the increase of the rate 
or charge is reasonable, and for that purpose it shall not be 
sufficient to shew that the rate or charge is within any limit 
fixed by an Act of Parliament, or by any provisional order 
confirmed by Act of Parliament.” The complaint was that the 
railway company had, on the Ist of January, 1893, increased 
their rate for the carriage of coai by calculating their rates 
since that date upon a basis of 20 cwt. to the ton with an 
allowance of 2 cwt. per truck for wastage, whereas before that 
date the basis was 21 cwt. to the ton. The railway company 
did not deny that they had indirectly increased the rate by the 
new arrangement, but they justified the increase as reasonable 
by alleging that the old allowance of 21 cwt. to the ton was 
really an allowance for wastage of the coal in transit, and that 
owing to improved methods there was now very little wastage, 
and 2 ewt. per truck was an amply sufficient allowance; and 
secondly, that since the old rate was fixed, the expenses of 
carriage had been largely increased by rises in wages and by 
statutory requirements shortening the hours of labour and 
imposing fresh obligations on the company. The legal member 
of the Commission (Cottins, J.), while of opinion that the 
difference between the wastage at the time when the old rate 
was made and at the present time was so slight as not to affect 
appreciably the question of the increase of the rate, came to the 
conclusion that the second contention of the company was a 
good answer to the complaint. He thought it was estab- 
lished that the expenses of coal-carrying had increased to an 
extent much greater than the increase of the rate, and that the 
case resolved itself into a struggle between the collieries and 
their customers on the one hand and the railway company on 
the other for a share of the margin of profit which can be made 
by distributing railborne coal to places difficult of access for 
that which comes by sea. On these grounds he held that the 
increase of the rate was reasonable, and he was prepared: to 
dismiss the complaint. Sir Freprrtck Pger and Viscount 
Connam, on the other hand, while agreeing that the arguments 
as to wastage did not justify the increased rate, came tv the 
conclusion upon the evidence, that the extra charge was not 
commensurate with the additional cost of carriage, but was 
largely in excess of it, and that the principle on which reason- 
ableness of charge ought to be determined was that the charge 
to a person ought to be according to the service rendered to him 
and its cost, and that as here the service was the same, and the 
cost had not, in their opinion, increased to the extent of the 
increased rate, the increase in the rate would not be justified as 
reasonable. In the result, the applications were allowed and the 
complainants were held entitled to be reimbursed so much of 
sums paid by them since 1893 as was in excess of what they 
would have been liable to pay under the old system, but with 
deductions in favour of the railway company in respect of the 
2 ewt. per truck carried free, and certain other matters. 


On Turspay and Wednesday of this week a largely attended 
conference on the reform of the Companies Acts was held in 
the hall of the Institute of Chartered Accountants, under the 
presidency of Sir Aserr Rorurr, M.P. The conference was 
composed of delegates from chambers of commerce and other 
bodies throughout the kingdom, and was convened by the 
London Chamber of Commerce to discuss what amendments in 


the Companies Acts are necessary for the prevention of fraud, 
and is pactieuiler to report upon the draft Bill of the Board of 
Trade Committee. In fact, the members of the conference 
appear to have confined themselves to discussing the draft Bill. 
Nathing was said, for instance, on the important question of 
private companies, and it may be inferred that the conference 
agree in this respect with the reporf of the Committee. A 
formal compliance with the provisions of the Companies Acts is 
sufficient, and the creditors can only deprive the promoters of 
the protection of limited liability where the formation of the 
company was simply a device to defraud them. Whether 
the report correctly represents the effect of Broderip v. Salomon 
& Co. (Limited) (43 W. R. 612) is another matter. Clause 4 of 
the draft Bill requires a minimum subscription of capital 
before the directors proceed to allotment, but the amount of the 
minimum is left to be fixed by the memorandum or articles of 
association. The conference rejected an amendment fixing the 
minimum at one-fifth of the nominal capital, but they raised the 
amount payable on application and allotment on each share from 
five to ten per cent. of the nominal amount of the share, save in 
the case of banks, financial associations, and insurance com- 
panies. The draft Bill allows the provisions of the clause to be 
waived in writing by any applicant for shares after notice given 
to him in writing of the deficiency of the subscription and before 
allotment. The expediency of this provision was a good deal 
discussed, but ultimately its principle was affirmed. Theclauses 
dealing with the duties and liabilities of directors and promoters 
seem to have escaped criticism, save in respect of the liability of 
a director of an insolvent company for pawning or disposing of, 
otherwise than in the ordinary course of business, 

has been obtained by the company on credit and has not been 
paid for. The Bill makes the director y liable if the occur- 
rence took place within four months before the winding up. The 
conference rejected an amendment reducing the time to onemonth, 
but accepted an amendment reducing it to three months. This 
seems to shew unnecessary favour to dishonest or desperate 
directors. The conference suggested no variation in the 
numerous particulars which clause 14 requires to be specified in 
the prospectus, but in respect of the non-compliance with the 
requirements of the clause, favour was again shewn to direc- 
tors. Differing from the provision of the Bill, the conference 
consider that it is for a person complaining of non-disclosure of 
any matter in the to shew positively the director's 
cognizance, not for the director to establish that he was not 
cognizant. This shifting of the burden of proof would probably 
defeat the object of the clause. 





One or the most important points discussed at the conference 


was the effect of the registration of m and 
proposed by clause 20 of the draft Bil, Eepistration under 
the local Registry Acts has not produced the effect as to priority 
inter se of charges and conveyances which might have been 
expected. The order of entry in the register is no g \ 
that the order of priority will be the same. The disturbing 
element of notice may intervene and reduce the register toa 
nullity. Hence it was proposed in the conference that the 
registrar should enter all mo and —_—- in the com- 
pany register in the order in which they be received, 
and that the order in which they appeared on the register 
should determine the priority ier se. Such a provision is 
essential to make the register effective, and the amendment 
embodying it was unanimously adopted. A further amendment 
was then proposed permitting notice of an intended charge to be 
given before registration, the notice being effectual for determin- 
ing priority. The principle of the amendment was accepted, but 
the matter was referred to the London Chamber of Commerce. 
The suggestion is novel, and should not be unless shewa 
to be essential for the ion of creditors in the country. Itis 
not necessary in , where notice of the charge could be 


registered within an hour of completion. A lengthy discussion 
took place as to the filing of annual balance-sheets, a matter 
upon which, it will be remembered, Mr. Justice Varomay 

mu1aMs differed from the committee, and 





the 
rather close. The result, however, was in favour 
secrecy of accounts, the conference rejecting by 24 
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20 a resolution approving Mr. Justice Vavanan WILz1AMs’ 
view. An attempt to vary the provision of the Bill with 
regard to the liability of auditors met a similar fate. At 

t, as Theobald’s case (ante, p. 706) shews, an auditor is 
iable for all the loss which follows upon a misfeasance by 
him, and the Bill simply reproduces the law as there laid down. 
The conference rejected an amendment designed to limit the 
liability to twenty times the audit fee. No such limitation is 

ized in other cases of dereliction of duty, and there seems 
to be no reason to introduce it in the case of auditors. The 
conference concluded its labours with recommendations in 
favour of consolidating and codifying the law of companies, 
and in favour of the appointment of a committee of experts for 
the purpose of formulating in statutory form the principles and 
conditions on which revenue may be divided as profits. The 
principles of the law on this subject have been already very 
clearly laid down by the courts ; to do more would probably be 
found productive of inconvenience. 





Ix tHe case of Stier v. Stier, Mr. Justice Barnes has followed 
the law laid down by the late Sir Cartes Burr in Scott v. 
Sebright (12 P. D. 21), that wherever from fear—whether 
reasonably entertained or not—either party to a marriage is in 
8 state of actual incompetence to resist improper pressure, that 
party is not capable of contracting a valid marriage, there being 
in such cases no more real consent than in the case of a person 
of more robust courage yielding to greater pressure or more 
serious danger. We have always regarded this as a distinct 
departure from the older cases. But it is a healthy one, and 
follows logically from the doctrine that the rule as to the 
standards of the law being standards of universal application 
does not extend to cases of insanity or mental weakness. But 
the recent rule obviously needs to be circumspectly used. 





Tue Lancuzster casz is the second cause cclébre in which the 
urgency order procedure (see Lunacy Act, 1890, s. 11), imported 
into our law from Scotland in 1889, has been put into force. 
The first case was apparently thet of Mrs. Carucarr (1893, 1 
Ch., per Lord Hatssvey, C., at p. 474). Persons putting the 
procedure in force 4ond fide and with reasonable care appear 
to be protected by section 330 of the Act of 1890, but there 
have been few decisions upon this section. The latest is 
William: v. Beaumont (10 T. L. R. 489). 








PROCEDURE BY ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


IL 
Tz xEw legal year promises to be an important one in its 
on ure in the Supreme Court. The work of con- 


e Judicature Acts and revising the Rules of Court 
has in progress for some months past, and may be expected 
to result in the introduction of a Judicature Acts Consolidation 
Bill early next session, and the issue in draft of a revised ver- 
sion of the rules. We cannot say that these events are likely to 
be received by the legal profession with undue manifestations 
i , 80 far as we have been able to fathom the 

of the profession on the subject, we should say that the 
t of having to master a new consolidated Judicature 
of some three hundred sections probably, and at the same 
to ivate an intimate inowlelas of a rearranged and 
code of over 2 thousand Rules of Court, is cue of those 


w ip private professional life is apt to engender 
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i language. However, the fact has to be faced, 

the only thing left to us is the fervent hope that the Acts 
end Rules of 1996 may be made to constitute euch a complete 
code of procedure, that the ule Committee may thereafter 
enjoy 4 period of absolute rest from rule-making. 
To thi we venture to suggest that, amongst other things, 


procedure by originating summons should be carefully recon- 
siheret, for, if it is left in ite present condition the new code of 
rules can hardly be expected to bring that repose to the Rule 
Committes which everybody desires for them, 





In the first place there is the preliminary question of form. 
There are four distinct kinds of originating summonses pre- 
scribed by the rules (Appendix K., Nos. 14, 1s, le, lm), For 
these forms we are indebted to the R. 8. C., November, 1893, 
and August, 1894. In November, 1893, the Rule Committee 
decided that the court ought to have the same discretionary 
power to order service out of the jurisdiction of an originating 
summons as it already possessed with respect to a writ of sum- 
mons. With this object in view the general form was altered 
by the introduction of a clause calling upon the person served to 
enter an appearance within eight days after service. There was 
no reason, whatever, for that alteration, except to enable the 
document to be served abroad. Indeed, the alteration carried 
with it an increase in the cost of procedure by originating sum- 
mons in every case, and created other inconveniences which we 
will point out later on. At present we are considering the mere 
matter of form, so far as it affects the party intending to issue 
an originating summons. 

The four prescribed forms are named as follows :— 

14. General form. 

1s. Originating summons not inter partes. 

lc. Originating summons under order 54F (to which no 
appearance is required), 

ln. Ex parte originating summons. 

These forms have now been in use for a year, and they have 
been, and still are, a constant cause of confusion and incon- 
venience to the profession. In the first place there is such an 
apparent similarity between a summons “‘ not inter partes” and 
an ‘‘ex parte summons”? that they are continually being confused 
with one another, with the result that after the forms are filled 
up, and on presentation of the summons at the issuing depart- 
ment, it is found that the summons cannot be issued because it 
is ou the wrong form. As a matter of fact the names are 
extremely misleading. There is a great difference between an 
originating summons ‘not inter partes” and an ex parte 
originating summons, for there are, in fact, parties to the 
former, while there are none to the latter. On the other hand, 
there is no real difference whatever between a summons “ not 
inter partes” (18) and a summons “‘ inter partes” (1a), the only 
distinction being that the parties to the former are called 
applicants and respondents, while to the latter they are called 
plaintiffs and defendants. Then again, there is the originating 
summons under ord. 54, r. 4r (1G), which requires to be served, 
but informs the person served that he need not enter appearance 
but must attend at the hearing, and there is the “ ex parte 
originating summons,” which does not require to be served upon 
any one, but which begins with the ancient but confusingly 
fictitious formula: ‘ Let all parties concerned attend at,” &c. 
We confess ourselves unable to understand why there should be 
more than two forms of originating summons—viz., one to cover 
all cases ix which appearance is required, and the other all cases 
in which no appearance is required. 

But our principal objection to the present procedure by 
originating summons is that the summons itself is a document 
which under the rules and practice of the court must of necessity 
be the subject of frequent amendment, and that under the same 
rules and practice, the court has made the act of amending it a 
most ponderous process, and has fixed a fee for amendment just 
double that which is charged for any other kind of amendment. 
In order to appreciate properly the waste of time and labour 
involved in the constant amendment of these originating 
summonses, it is necessary to bear in mind one fact wherein, in 
our opinion, lies one of the fundamental defects of procedure by 
originating summons. Lvery originating summons in Chancery 
is dealt with in the chambers of the judge to whom the action is 
assigned, while it is issued at the central officeand the duplicate 
| there filed as of record, The central office is situated on the 
| ground floor of the Kast block of the Law Courts. The offices 
| of Chancery Chambers are all of them either in the Middle block 
| or West block of that labyrinthine building, and many of them 
| on the top floor, Let us add that alone among buildings of its 
| size and height, the Law Courts is without a lift in any part of 
| it, We are at pains to be precise as to these details, in order 
that our readers may realize the expenditure of time and labour 





j actually imposed by the court wee every solicitor proceeding 


| under an originating summons when it compels him to perform 
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every transaction affecting that summons in two te otfices 
a long way apart from one another—sometimes in : 

There are twelve chief clerks, and each has his summons 
department. The requirements of the twelve chambers are con- 
fusing in that they constantly differ from oneanother. In some 
of them the most stringent requirements as to details are rigidly 
enforced, We do not say the officials are wrong in this, we 
only say that, as they are all strict in compelling the parties to 
amend the summons by adding or striking out what they deem 
necessary, while, at the same time, they hold different views as 
to what is necessary, it is hardly possible for any solicitor to 
draw an originating summons which will not, in all probability, 
require subsequent amendmentto satisfy thechief clerk. For until 
a summons is issued and assigned to a judge by ballot, it is not 
known which chief clerk will have to deal with it, and, there- 
fore, whose particular requirements will have to be met. Under 
these circumstances it is a hardship on solicitors that the act of 
amendment should involve so much unnecessary time and 
labour. In many cases, the order made on a summons by the 
chief clerk is drawn up by the registrar. The order must be the 
embodiment of what is actually written in the summons, which 
the registrar files on delivering out the order. Some registrars 
are strict in technical requirements. The registrar may object 
to the form of words in the summons, whereupon the solicitor 
must go from the registrar to the chief clerk, for leave to amend; 
then from the chief clerk to the Central Office to amend ; then 
back again to the chief clerk to amend the copy deposited in 
chambers ; and then back once more to the registrar to return 
him the amended original, If the necessity for amendment 
arises in chambers before the final order is made, then the 
solicitor is saved his journeys to and from the registrar, but 
otherwise the weary process we have described has to be gone 
through every time an originating summons has to be amended. 

There is another point bearing on this question of amendment 
which ought to be considered. If our readers will bear in mind 
our previous remarks as to the alteration of form of an 
originating summons, they will see that the change of form 
from “ Let A., B., and C. attend at the chambers of Mr. Justice 
at the time specified in the margin hereof,” to “ Let A., 
B., and C., within eight days after service of this summons on 
them, &c., cause an appearance to be entered,” &c., was made 
solely to meet the requirements of the rule for service of an 
originating summons out of the jurisdiction, which was after- 
wards annulled. Its immediate effect was, as we have said, to 
increase the cost of procedure by originating snmmons, because, 
seeing that the summons must be issued at the central office, 
and the defendant or respondent is cited by the new form to 
enter appearance at the central office, an additional step has to 
be taken by the plaintiff to obtain an appointment at chambers 
and to serve notice thereof on the defendant or respondent. 
We have several times pressed this question of additional cost 
on the notice of the authorities, and merely refer to it now in 
passing, as it is closely connected with a more serious difficulty 
which the change of procedure referred to has created, and 
which has become quite gratuitous and unnecessary now that 
the rule for service of originating summonses out of the juris- 
diction has been annulled. 

Prior to the Ist of January, 1894, an appointment at chambers 
for the hearing of an originating summons was obtained on the 
same day that the summons was issued at the Central Office, and 
tho case was at the same time entered at chambers. Under the 
altered procedure the plaintiff takes his originating summons 
straight from the Central Office and serves it on the defendant 
or respondent, He then waits eight days, and if the defendant 
or respondent enters appearance, the plaintiff applies at chambers 
for a notice of appointment under ord. 54, r. 4p. Then, for the 
first time the case is entered in the chamber summons book. It 
seoms almost incredible, but it is a fact, that the period of eight 
days between the service of the originating summons and the 
time allowed for appearance to it, is an interregnum in the 








history of the action, Nv one, apparently, has any jurisdiction 
over the proceedings. ‘he Central Office has no power to do | 
anything but issue the summons, and the chief clerk in Chancery | 
has no possible knowledge of the case, Until he gives an ap- 
polntment which he can, now, only do on the ninth day after 
service of the summons, he has, so to speak, no seisin of the | 


action and, it seems, cannot make an order. The creation of 
this interregnum has produced two curious and important 
results. In the first ere the plaintiff cannot amend his 
originating summons. It isa very common thing, and a very 
natural one considering the complicated matters which are 
dealt with under originating summonses, that a plaintiff may 
desire to amend and re-serve his summons, and it is often most 
desirable that he should be able to do so without delay. Prior 
to January, 1894, he always could do so; now, he must wait 
until the defendant’s time for appearance has expired, because 
he cannot obtain leave to amend from anyone during the ‘inter 


regnum. 

‘The second result of the change of procedure to which we are 
referring is no less important. No summons can be lodged at 
Chancery Chambers without a certificate that no previous pro- 
ceedings have been commenced in the same or any other court 
to effect the same purpose ; and that the summons tendered does 
not relate to any action, cause, or matter assigned to another 
judge. If another case dealing with the same subject-matter 
has been assigned to another judge, the summons tendered must 
be assigned in the prescribed manner to the same judge. Prior 
to January, 1894, the above negative certificate was a bond Ade 
certificate, because a plaintiff went straight from the Central 
Office on issuing his originating summons to Chancery Cham- 
bers to lodge it there. Under the present system he cannot get 
to chambers until nine days after the issue of his summons. 
His certificate, therefore, is to a certain extent fictitious, for it 
has to be given without regard to what may have occurred 
during the interregnum of eight days. To be effective the 
negative certificate ought, at any rate, to be given at the Central 
Office on the issue of the originating summons. 

The cause of all the waste of time and effort which we have 
described, whenever an originating summons has to be amended, 
lies in the system itself, as we shall see in our next article, 
when we glance at the system of procedure by writ, and consider 
what a fundamental difference there is between the two in a 
simple but essential particular. 
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LORD RUSSELL ON LEGAL EDUCATION. 


Tere is no novelty about Lord Rvssexx’s plan for the 
foundation of a school of law which shall not be under the 
sole control of the Inns of Court, and which shall be open to 
both branches of the profession and also to the general public. 
The necessity for the improvement and organisation of legal 
education was recognised in the middle of the century, and the 
Commission of 1855, after carefully investigating the resources 
of the Inns of Court, made suggestions for the foundation of a 
legal university. The active prosecution of the scheme, how- 
ever, was not commenced till 1868, when the idea was taken up 


efforts were extensively sup: 
to give effect to them by his Bill to establish a general school of 
law. This was introduced for several years iato the House of 
Lords, and in 1877 it obtained a second reading. But the 
opposition of the Inns of Court was too powerful. Lord 
Se.sorne’s Bill was shelved in favour of the more conserva- 
tive pro contained ia Lord Carans’ Bar Education and 
Discipline Bill, and the latter Bill, having i its 
object, was duly withdrawn. This was the close of the matter, 
so far as Lord Sesorne and Mr. Jevons were concerned. Lord 
Sexsorne’s invaluable aid in putting the scheme iate working 
order was lost to the cause of Pagal education, and Mr. Jxvors, 
foiled in the attempt to found a national school of law, turned 
his attention to the humbler but useful task of promoting the 
education of pry gs solicitors. 

The history of the movement is very admirably sketched in a 
paper contributed to the .Vineteenth Century for Nowember, 1892, 
by Mr. Mowrraevs Crackayrmorrs, Q.C., whose interest in the 
subject ie well known, “It very seldom ” he thea 
said, ‘that a scheme which has lain in abeyance for a consider 
able length of time is revived in its old form. It may be, 
therefore, assumed that the movement for establishing a general 
school of law as a wholly independent institution will net again 
come before the public.” He advocated its revival, however, ia 
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connection with the scheme for establishing a teaching univer- 
sity for London—a scheme which may be hereafter carried out. 
Lord Rvussett has falsified Mr. Crackanruorpe’s forecast, and 
has made his address the occasion for advocating once again the 
establishment of an independent school of law. 

The chief features of the scheme are that the school shall be 
in the main supported by, but be independent of, the Inns of 
Court; that the professors and lecturers shall be men who 
devote their lives to teaching and do not merely take it up as an 
incident in a busy professional career ; and that the school shall 
provide instruction for barristers and solicitors, and also for 
such members of the public as desire, for practical purposes or 
otherwise, to make the study of law a part of their training. 
It is needless to urge the advantages of a law school such as 
would thus be established. Solicitors have long recognized the 
importance of sound legal education, and they are in no way 

ible for the failure of previous efforts in this direction. 
It must be admitted, too, that in recent years the benchers of 
the Inns of Court have awoke to the necessity of similar 
education for barristers, though an unfortunate narrowness of 
view has prevented them from seeing that this object could best 
be attained as part of the wider scheme. The fact that Lord 
Rvssgxx has used the platform of the Council of Legal Educa- 
tion to revive a project which the Inns of Court have hitherto 
contrived to block, may be taken as some augury that he will 
succeed where Lord Szeinorve and Mr. Jevons failed. 

The points in the scheme which we desire to emphasize are 
the community of education for barristers and solicitors, and 
the encouragement the proposed law school will give to com- 

men to devote themselves solely to the teaching and 
study of law. Of course there are difficulties, in the case of 
solicitors, of combining office work with attendance at a law 
and it has to be remembered that the majority of 
solicitors spend the great part of their time of training in the 
country. But the existence of such difficulties is no reason 
why students who intend to be solicitors should not have the 
chance of the best legal instruction. The distinction 
between the duties of a barrister and a solicitor is not such as 
to justify any distinction in the initial stage. Each of them, to 
be competent in his profession, must start with a good know- 
ledge of the principles of law, and the ultimate distinction lies 
merely in the different conditions under which they have to 
turn that knowledge to account. The Incorporated Law Society 
have unfortunately found it necessary of recent years to dis- 
continue the giving of oral lectures, and the system of teaching 
by correspondence, which they have introduced instead, is but 
@ poor substitute for the stimulation and encouragement which 
the student may expect to get from a teacher devoted to the 
task of instruction. The proposed law school might be expected 
ce at reg 0 ae ager 
Lord Russz11, while advocating this community of teach- 
rporated Law Society their due 
place in the management of the school. The figures he gives 
for the nomination of the senate of thirty members are said to 
be merely i and it will be seen that the assignment 
of three to the Incorporated Law Society is a wholly inadequate 
allowance. The society would have an equal interest with the 
Iuns of Court in the efficiency of the law school, and their 
representation upon its governing body should be settled 
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In the event of the foundation of the proposed law school, 
we hope that it will be found possible to make attendance 
on the lectures an essential condition for admission to the 
examination qualifying students to practice whether as bar- 
visters or solicitors. Such attendance, provided the teaching 
is thorough and practical, is the surest way of avoiding cram- 
ming. In the case of barristers there can be no difficulty in 

ing this course, due allowance being made for attendance 
at the law schools of xford and Cambridge. In the case of 
solicitors there are undoubtedly difficulties, and the failure to 
require attendance at Jectures accounts for the ceseation of that 
mode of instruction. This is a matter which would require very 

The requirement thet the teachers in the school shall be 
teachers by profession, 2nd not by chance merely, is essential to 
the proper working of such an institution. A professor taken 


from the ranks of actual practitioners cannot arrange the times 
for instruction solely with a view to the requirements of his 

upils, nor can he take due interest in their studies. Moreover, 
besides increasing the efficiency of the school, the creation of an 
order of professional teachers would have an important influence 
on the systematic study and exposition of law. Perhaps the 
Lord Chief Justice somewhat underrates the value of the works 
of our text-book writers, but, at any rate, it may be predicted 
that better work would be forthcoming under the conditions of 
the proposed school. At present, men who are interested in the 
scientific treatment of law are bound to turn from it sooner or 
later for the purpose of more practical pursuits. The institution 
of a body of professors and teachers in connection with a law 
school would prevent this result, and a most beneficial effect 
would be produced both on the study of jurisprudence in general 
and on the study of the law of our own country. But, after all, 
the scheme is at present no more than a suggestion. No one is 
pledged to take it up and seek to carry it through, and unless 
Lord Russett is himself prepared to undertake the task, it is 
much to be feared that it will remain unperformed. 








THE NEW RECORD OFFICE BUILDING. 


It is impossible for anyone with a sense of the fitness of things to 
look at the facade of the new building which stands on the site of the 
old Rolls-yard without a feeling of regret at the narrowness of 
Chancery-lane. The new building is worthy of a more spacious 
approach. There is no position from which a really good view of the 
whoie facade can be obtained at once. The best point of vantage, 
perhaps, to see it from is the pavement under the windows of the 
Union Bank in Carey-street. It is a pity that it is so shut in by ‘sur- 
rounding buildings, for it is a beautiful piece of architectural work. 
The skyline is bold and symmetrical, neither too much broken up by 
ornamentation, nor left in too great baldness of outline. At either 
end of the building are large octagonal turrets surmounted by hand- 
some cupolas built entirely of stone, and in the centre of the facade is 
a square tower of solid structure covering an arched gateway passing 
through the building into the yard, on one side of which stands the 
older portion of the building abutting on Fetter-lane. The architect, 
Mr. John Taylor, of the Office of Works, has, of course, adhered in 
his design to the character of the older portion of the building, which 
was designed by Mr. Pennethorne. But while the Gothic style of the 
Tudor period has been adhered to throughout, there is greater boldness 
of treatment, especially in the surmounting cupolas which are a 
striking feature of the new edifice. There are five of these cupolas 
crowning the facade towards Chancery-lane, one on each of the 
turrets at either end of the building, one surmounting the centre of 
the tower covering the central entrance, and two smaller ones over 
the minor turrets rising on either side of the gateway. The building 
is lighted by mullioned windows with cusped heads, having from 
four to six e lights each. The whole effect of the exterior is 
artistic, and satisfies the eye by its well-balanced proportions and 
bold lines. 

The interior of the building is equally worthy of praise. In no 
instance that we have been able to detect has utility been sacrificed 
to architectural effect. A happy medium has been struck between the 
Law Courts and the Bankruptcy Buildings. Jn the former utility has 
been greatly sacrificed to architectural effect. The windows, for the 
most part, are set deep within pointed Gothic arches, sometimes 
flanked on either side with stone pillars, with heavy entablatures. 
The consequence is that a well-lighted room is the exception. In 
the Bankruptcy Buildings, on the other hand, architectural effect has 
been disregarded entirely, and the rooms are lighted by huge square 





windows of the ordinary house pattern. In the Rolls Buildings the 
rooms are admirably lighted by the large mullioned windows set 


}on the outer side of the walls, and with the inner walls sloped 


| well back, so as to allow the light to enter freely to all parts of the 

| rooms, 

| The corridors, too, are well lighted from the outside, and are 

lofty into the bargaiv, in striking contrast wjth the dark alleys 

|which do service for corridors in the Law Courts building. 

|In striking contrast also with the plain square ceilings of the 
corridors in the Bankruptcy Buildings, are the consgtantly-recurring 
bold outlines of the four centre arches, which give symmetrical relief 
to the corridors of the Rolls building. 

The part of the building to the south of the entrance gateway is 
devoted to the rooms for the use of the deputy keeper, secretary, 
librarian, and other officials who have been moved from the old Rolls 
House. The rooms are large, almost too large for the purpose one 
might think. Several of them are about thirty-six feet by twenty. 

| The committee-room is thirty-eight feet by twenty-six. The rest of 





ice 


is 
O88 
; is 





Nov. 2, 1895. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


@ 62 7° 


(Vol. 40.) 7_ 








the building is given up to ‘‘ repositories” or storage rooms for books 
and papers. One novel feature is the fitting up of these rooms. 
Every inch of space has been utilised. All the ‘‘ repositories ”’ are 
divided in half horizontally, so as to give two floors in every room, 
the dividing ceiling, if we may so call it, being composed throughout 
of open steel grating. By this means every shelf containing docu- 
ments may be reached without the use of steps or ladder. The 
book- cases are also made with open steel backs and sides and with 
slate shelves. In the official library the slate slabs on which the 
books will stand are covered with green baize, and each opening is 
arranged to hold about ten volumes. The purpose of this a. 
ment is twofold. First to guard against the possibility of fire by 
discarding the use of wood, secondly to avoid long rows of books 
unsupported, which are always inconvenient. The use of steel and 
slate is, we fancy, an experiment, and, unless we are mistaken, is open 
to the possible objection that rapid changes of temperature may 
cause some danger of damp by condensation on the metal and slate 
surfaces, 

The building is lighted throughout by electricity, and an ingenious 
arrangement has been adopted to enable portable electric lamps to be 
carried into every recess of the ‘‘ repositories.” In all these rooms 
there are fixed at frequent intervals in the book and document racks 
small blocks, each perforated by two small holes. The searcher can 
carry an electric lamp in his hand with a length of flexible insulated 
wire attached to it, at the end of which are two projecting metal 
points, which can be pushed easily into the two small holes in the 
nearest block. The lamp he carries is thereupon illuminated, and he 
can move the light to any point he wishes in the adjoining shelves to 
the limits of his flexible coil of wire. 

We have expressed a not unnatural regret that the facade of the 
building is so close to the narrow thoroughfare of Chancery-lane. It 
may be thought that the architect would have done well to place his 
building farther back. This would probably have been done but for 
the necessity which was felt for preserving the old Rolls Chapel, 
which stands close to the east or back wall of the new wing. The 
old chapel cannot boast any architectural beauty, but it is an ancient 
monument and contains many interesting relics in the form of 
monuments and stained-glass windows. At present its exterior is 
an eyesore by the side of the new building. It is, however, to be 
preserved with the greatest care. It will be completely built into the 
connecting wing between the new building and the older one by 
Pennethorne. The encasing wall on both sides will be perforated by 
window openings exactly corresponding with the windows of the 
chapel. The roof will be removed and replaced by another more 
consistent with its architecture, and offices will be built over it. The 
chapel itself will be used as a permanent museum, in which will be 
kept the Doomsday Book, and the many other relics and curiosities of 
the Record Office. 





REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF WILLS. 


A ConcIsE TREATISE ON THE LAw oF Wits. By H. S. THEOBALD, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourrn Eprrion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


We take some credit to ourselves for having indicated, in our 
notice of the first edition of this book, which appeared in 1877, the 
position to which it was likely to attain. We described it as a book 
of great ability and value, certain to prove of great practical usefal- 
ness as supplying a want which was beginning to be distinctly felt. 
The issue of three subsequent editions is practical proof of the 
accuracy of this forecast. A somewhat lengthened use of the 
book has shewn that it is invaluable as directing the practitioner 
to the cases in which rules of construction, in the sense of words 
receiving interpretation by the courte, have been laid down. The 
statement of the effect of the cases is usually accurate, but we 
imagine it is not intended by the author that the practitioner should 
assume that all the circumstances under which the rule was laid 
down are set forth in the text, or even always that all the qualifica- 
tions attached to the rule are given. The la must of course go 
to the reports of the cases indicated. Still only those who have to 
construe wills can appreciate the advantage of the concise digest 
afforded by this book. 

Going through the noted-up cases in our copy of the last edition, 
we have been greatly pleased to observe the care with which they | 
have been incorporated. Cases reported only in the Soxicrrors’ | 
JOURNAL (as to which we imagined we should catch the editor) are 
duly noted (p. 195). It seems to us that it can be safely affirmed 
that no important recent decision has been overlooked. Among the 
older cases, however, that of Davies to Jones & Evans (24 Ch. D. 190) | 
should have been inserted at p. 372. 

Among the most interesting modifications in the branch of law 


to legal remainders being subject to the rule against 

and the revival of the doctrine of double possibilities. are 
hardly adequately dealt with at p. 476. One does not expect in Mr. 
Theobald’s book an elaborate consideration of the reasonableness of 
the doctrines laid down, such as is to be found in the 

Jarman, but there is a good deal more to be said about Re Frost 
than that ‘‘it has been decided (after much conflict of opinion) that 
legal remainders are subject to the rule against ities.” 

In a few cases slight errors in the last edition remain uncorrected, 
— - emer Havers,” at p. 415, — y Smith ‘a z 
and the pages o' rts given are not alwa exact pages 
of the cases. iy the whole, the teak ae 
in this respect. We think that the present edition is likely to well 
keep up the reputation of the work. 





MEDICAL PARTNERSHIPS. 


MeEpIcAL PARTNERSHIPS, TRANSFERS, AND ASSISTANTSHIPS. By 
WitttAM Barnarp, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, and G. 
BERTRAM STOCKER, ing Director of the Scholastic, Clerical, 
and Medical Association (Limited). Stevens & Sons (Limited), 
The first part of this book, for which Mr. Stocker is mainly re- 

sponsible, treats of agreements between medical men. In the first 

chapter hints are given for arriving at the value of practices, and the 
second chapter contains an annotated form of articles of ip. 

The notes are clear and practical, and the form will be valuable 

settling articles of this nature, The exact effect that will ed 

duced by certain of the clauses—such as that relating to the p 

by a roatpeie peony the share of a deceased par very 

carefully worked out. A form is also given for the assignment of a 

practice, and a short form of —- between principal 

assistant. The second part of the book consists of notes on the 
as applicable to medical partnerships, and is entirely the k of 

Barnard. The most important chapters are chapter 6, 

tains the full text of the Partnership Act, 1890, ’ 

and chapter 7, on goodwill and restrictions on practice. | 
notes to the Act, Mr. Barnard has collected numerous cases, not 
of which deal with questions arising between medical men, and he 

a full account of the interesting case of Featherstonehaugh v. T 

(25 Beav. 382), where the surviving partner declined either 

deceased partner’s share or to admit a purchaser, as pro 

articles. In this deadlock it was held that the 
was for In the statement of the law on 
trade the effect of the recent decision of the House of Lords 

Mazxim-Nordenfeldt case (1894, A. C. 535) does mot seem 

brought out with sufficient clearness. Mitchell v. Reynolds ( 

L. C. 9th ed., p. 430) should not be referred to without 

it is overruled, so far as it declared covenants in general 

trade to be bad, the test now being whether the covenant 
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correctly stated at p. 123, and in the case of medica 
that the covenant must be in fact restricted in point of 
Mr. Barnard says, no iti can reasonably require 
An appendix os 7 
iy 


4 


another from the whole kingdom. 
a statement of cases on restrictive covenants, man 
with covenants between medical men. The book has been 
compiled, and will be found useful for reference on 

which it deals. 


ih 


COPYRIGHT IN DESIGNS. 

Tur Law or CopyRIGHT IN DESIGNS, TOGETHER WITH THE PRACTICE 
RELATING TO PROCEEDINGS IN THE COURTS AND IN THE PATENTS 
Orrics. By Lewis Epmunps, D.Sc., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The author of this book justifies its production in 
the fact that no work specially devoted to the Law of Designs 
attempting a complete treatment of the subject, has appeared for 
many years past. Aieren ennminsionn oO Rens SSP OS 
shoe the st sufficiently to 300 large-sized 
w e subject is i require 
uy deal with it, bat we shall be surprised if anyone 
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dealt with in this volume are those affected by Whitlby v. Mitehell (44 
Ch. D. 85) and Re Frost, Frost v. Frost (43 Ch. D, 246), with regard 
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‘which the substitutions of one name for another on the register of 


trade-marks has been refused—viz., the necessity for an opportunity 
fsa being given to the public by means of. notice’in the 
journal—does not exist at all in the case of designs. We do 

not notice any material omissions from the book. Even the old 
woes Designs Acts are reprinted, not without benefit to those 
have to ascertain the precise bearing of a decision under one of 
those Acts. Some more detailed reference to sculpture copyright 
might, however, have been made with advantage. On p. 8, Tine 19, 
“no” should be “‘ not,” and on p. 42, line 2, ‘‘ because”’ is a mis- 
print for “became.” ~ 





AUCTIONEERS. 


THe Law RELATING TO AUCTIONEERS. By Heser Harr, EL.D., 
Barrister-at-law. Stevens & Sons. (Limited) Field, Pearson & 
Co. (Limited). 

An auctioneer in the course of his business is continually brought 
into contact with matters of law, and they are matters which not 
only call for the interposition of the lawyer, but upon which the 
auctioneer himself ought to be well informed. He ought to know his 
duties both to the vendor and purchaser, and he ought clearly 
to recognize the risk he runs if the vendor of goods turns out not 
to be the true owner. In the present work Dr. Hart has stated the 
law of the subject with a fulness and adequacy which will meet 
the requirements of lawyers, and af the same time in a style 

iently untechnical to make his book serviceable to auctioneers. 

He adopts the convenient plan of going through the whole conduct of 
a sale, from the time when the auctioneer receives instructions to sell 
until the sale has been completed, all questions arising out of it 
settled, and his charges or commission paid. In addition to the 
excellence of the general arrangement, the twenty-one chapters into 
which the book is divided are individually well arranged and calcu- 
lasted to afford a clear view of the topics with which they deal. They 
include chapters on the ownership of the property to be sold, on the 
conduct of the bidding, on the conclusion and evidence of the contract, 
on the deposit and interpleader, and on sales under the court. In the 
chapter on the ownership of the-property to be sold, Dr. Hart goes 
carefully into the question of the liability of the auctioneer for 
conversion, and gives a full account of the recent important cases of 
Barker v. Furlong (39 W. R. 621, 1891, 2 Ch. 172) before Romer, J., 
and Consolidated Co. v. Curtis & Son (40 W. R. 426, 1892, 1 Q. B. 495) 
before Collins, J. Elsewhere his statement of the law is equally 
thorough, and he appears to have succeeded in including all the latest 
decisions, for instance Le Liervre v. Gould (41 W. R. 468, 1893, 1 Q. B, 
491) which shews that liability for a negligent valuation depends 
solely on contract, and Sims v. Landray (42 W. R. 621, 1894, 2 Ch. 
318) which recognized the authority of the auctioneer to sign the 
memorandum as agent for the purchaser. The book is well executed, 
and is likely to fulfil the hope expressed in the preface, that those who 
are pally concerned in the subject will acquire by its perusal, as 
ly as is practicable, a correct view of the legal bearings of the 
ordinary work of their vocation. 





EVIDENCE BY COMMISSION. 


Tse Takryc or Evipesce ox ComMMIssION INCLUDING THEREIN 
Spreciat Exsuryations, Lerrers or REquEsT, MANDAMUS, AND 
EXAMINATIONS BEFORE AN EXAMINER OF THE CouRT. By W. E. 


Hewe-Wiruiams, B.A., LL.B., and A. RomER MAckKLIy, , 


LL.B. Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited 


}- 


This book is an exposition of the procedure upon taking evidence | 


out of court under the powers conferred by rules 1 and 5 of R. 8. C., 
ord. 3;. The suthors very forcibly point out the confusion caused by 
the duplicate provisions of the two rules, and they seem to give the 
correct explanation. Rule 1 authorizes an exception from the general 
principle that, in the absence of agreement, evidence is to be taken 
vies voce Im Open court, while the mode of giving effect to the excep- 
tiom is prescribed in rule 5. 

The rules would be simplified by making rule 1 expressly subject 
to the exceptional procedure of rule 5, and in the anticipated 
revision of the Rules of the Supreme Court the change ought 
to be made. It might also be considered whether the practice of 
capes ng he « cpecial examiner or 2 commission sh d be main- 

a. distinction entangles the matter in much perplexity, and 
practitioners will be grateful to the authors of this work for enabling 
them to steer their way through the difficulties of the subject. The 


alternative and lees satisfactory method of taking evidence abroad by | 
i has rendered 


evideree out of court im any of the above three ways, the authors 
deal with the procsiure under the order, concluding with the use of | 
the dequsitions xt the trial. The lew end practice on the subject do 


STEPHEN’S COMMENTARIES. 


Mr. SERJEANT STEPHEN’s NEw COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF 
ENGLAND (PARTLY FOUNDED ON BLACKSTONE). By His Honour 
Judge SrepHEN. TWELFTH EpiTIon. THOROUGHLY REVISED 
AND MODERNIZED AND BROUGHT DOWN TO THE PRESENT TIME. 
In Four Volumes. Butterworths. 


Though Mr. Archibald Brown’s name does not appear on the title- 
page of this edition, the preface reveals the fact that he continues 
the editor. We are glad to observe the pruning to which he has 
subjected the text... It is certainly a step in the right direction. He 
has also materially enlarged and improved ‘the portion of vol. 1 
which deals with real property, giving in the chapter on ‘‘ The Con- 
veyancing and Land Acts, 1881-1892,” a reasonably full and clear 
statement for the student of the leading provisions of those statutes. 
And in the succeeding chapter, on the death duties, he has dealt 
with succession duty, and has attempted in a very short compass to 
summarize the provisions of the Finance-Act, one of the most com- 
plicated of recent Acts. The summary would be improved by being 
split up into shorter sections and by the omission of all minor details. 

The Sale of Goods Act, 1893, receives due notice in vol. 2 (p. 
74), and the Trustee Act, 1893,. is also noticed in vol. 3 (pp. 499, 
503), but it would, we think, have been better to have cited all the 
provisions from it, instead, for instance, of giving the provisions of 
the Trustee Act, 1888, and then stating that all the provisions above 
summarized, save only the provisions regarding the Statutes of 
Limitations, have now been repealed and re-enacted by the Act of 
1893. 

The indexes—a matter of great importance in a work of this kind 
—have been considerably enlarged and revised. 





INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT SOCIETIES. 


THe INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT SocreTrEes Act, 1893, WITH A 
HIsToRY OF THE LEGISDATION DEALING WITH INDUSTRIAL AND 
PROVIDENT SOCIETIES, THE TEXT OF THE ACT WITH NOTES, THE 
TREASURY REGULATIONS, 1894, NuMEROUS Forms, SETS OF MODEL 
RULES, AND A COMPLETE INDEX. By VILLIERS DE 8, FOWKE, 
Barrister-at-Law. Jordan & Sons. 


Persons interested in industrial and provident societies will find all 
necessary information usefully collected in this volume. The separate 
legislative recognition of such societies dates from 1852, and in the 
introduction Mr. Fowke gives a sketch of the numerous statutes in 
which the subject has been dealt with. The last consolidation and 
amendment of the law was effected by the Industrial and Provident 
Societies Act, 1893, and the greater part of the book consists of the 
text of this Act and the Treasury Regulations and Forms. There are 
also two sets of specimen rules, one for a society consisting both of 
individual members and of other registered societies, and the other 
for a society consisting of individual members only. Industrial and 
provident societies are entirely the creatures of statute, and in dealing 
with them it is essential to have at hand a convenient edition of the 
Act and regulations. Mr. Fowke’s book will be found adequate for 


this purpose. 








PATENT LAW. 


| Toe Law AND PRACTICE RELATING TO LETTERS PATENT FOR INVEN- 
Tions. By T. Terre, QC., F.C.S. Tuirp Epirion. Revised 
by W. P. Rytanps, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 
The fact that this book has reached its third edition seems to shew 
| that it has fairly established its position among the multiplicity of 
works dealing with the same favourite subject. The present edition 
| is well brought down to date by the editor, who has the assist~ 
| ance of the author on many points of difficulty. What we chiefly 
| miss in the book is the assistance of the marginal notes which are 
| usually to be found, and which, if carefully prepared, greatly help a 
| reader to find the passage of which he is in search. The printing of 
a few words in the text in black type here and there is hardly a 
device which answers the same purpose. We have searched in vain 
for 4 list of the States which have acceded to the International Con- 
vention, but we should not like to assert that it is not to be found 
between the two covers of the book, which is, by the way, of a more 
handy size than the original edition. 





SOLICITORS’ DIARY. 


Tue Soxvicirons’ Diary, ALMANACK, AND LeGAL DimecTory, 1896 
(LIX, & LX. Vicronim). Conrainine aw Excettent Diary, 
with LyGcaL Norys vox wacnu Day in THE YEAR; THE STAMP 
Act, with A List oy EX¥MPTIONS AND OF PREVIOUSLY-EXISTING 
Sramp Durivs; Eerare, Succession, anp Leoacy DUvuTIEs ; 
Country Covets, &,; Reconpers, Town CierKs, CLERKS OF 

THE Peace, Cononens, Uspen-Suzrivrs, QUEEN'S COUNSEL, &C. ; 
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OaTHs IN SUPREME CouRT, JuraTs, &. ; SUGGESIONS ON REGIS- 
TERING DEEDS AND Papers AT Pusiic Orrices; TABLE OF 
STATUTES; THE SoLicrrors’ REMUNERATION ORDER AND 
ScaLE, PrecepENTS Costs; Distrricr REGISTRIES, OFFICIAL 
RECEIVERS IN BANKRUPTCY; PARLIAMENTARY, INSURANCE, AND 
BANKING Direcrorizs, &c. A DicEsT oF THE PuBLIC GENERAL 
Acts oF THE Session or 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr.). Wir ALPHA- 
BETICAL INDEX, &¢C. TOGETHER WITH NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF 
BARRISTERS IN PRACTICE; ALSO Lists oF LONDON AND COUNTRY 
SoLIcITORS, WITH APPOINTMENTS HELD BY THEM. THE TREATISE 
UPON THE STAMP ACT AND THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF STAMPING 
DocuMENTS IS REVISED BY H, 8. Bonn, Esq. THE TREATISE ON 
Oatus, Souicrrors’ CHARGES, AND DUTIES PAYABLE ON SUCCES- 
SION, REVISED By J. GoprrEy Hickson, Solicitor. Fifty-second 
year of publication. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


We have again to record the issue of this exceedingly complete and 
useful diary and law directory, which seems to be well kept up to 
date. The leading contents are set forth in the title-page. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Ecclesiastical Law of the Church of England. By the late 
Sir Ropert PuititmoreE, Bart., D.C.L. Second Edition, by his 
son, Sir WALTER GEORGE FRANK PHILLIMORE, Bart., D.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law, assisted by CHARLES FUHR. JEMMETT, B.C.L,, 
LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. In 2 Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A Treatise on the Law relating to Electricity. By Smton G. 
CROSSWELL. Boston: Little, Brown, & Co. 


Principles of the Common Law. Intended for the use of Students 
and the Profession. By Joun INDERMAUR, Solicitor. Seventh 
Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Acts relating to Iucome Tax, with references to the Decisions 
on the Subject. By SrepHen Dowett, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, 
Assistant Solicitor of Inland Revenue. Fourth edition. Revised and 
altered. Butterworth & Co. 


Guide to the Medical and Dental Professions, with a chapter on 
Lady Doctors by Miss F. M. Srrurr-Cavett. By PrERcrvaL 
TURNER. Bailliére, Tindall, & Cox. : 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
LAND TRANSFER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have read with some astonishment the letter of “O” in 
your last week’s issue, upon the subject of auctioneers’ fees and dis- 
bursements. 

Your correspondent practises, apparently, in a country district in: 
which, as in many other parts of England, it is the custom usually 
for solicitors to charge less than the scale costs for conveyancing work, 
and yet he pays an auctioneer £121 in connection with the sale of one 
property for £1,700 and the abortive offering for sale of another 


property worth £830! And of the £121 the auctioneer'’s profit is no than nominal dama 
less than £55 10s., while your correspondent gets about one-third of SS in the plaintiffs? we seal 
-. Fi the chain would be used by the 
I have always wondered why the North of England practice of em- | an inefficient chain being supplied might be an injury 
ploying an auctioner merely to offer property for sale and to receive | would bring an action against the plaintiffs. It was 
the bids is not adopted universally. In the North, the vendor’s soli- | man could not recover against the 
citor - nearly always obtain from his client and from the title deeds negligence, ne the 
articulars sufficient to enable him to properly divide the rt ying upon the warranty 
ie Pe lhow tye Y | the def t to examine the chain, and 


the latter sum for all his trouble! 


into lots and to prepare the advertisement without outside help ; and, 


— - Za: +a: 
Stamp on tobadle 2 jet % . 6 
150 Quad Royal Posters.- . é ‘ 4 . 19 6 
Bill-Posting Com: 7 oe ° 1 6 9 
3 insertions in of two newspa [2 -6.4 8 
Hotel room for sale : : ry é sr: ek-1-@ 

. Total £911 5 

‘A client usually looks only at the total of his solicitors’ bill, and, if 


he finds that that total approaches 10 per cent. of the price at which 
his property was sold he will blame his solicitor ; while the auctioneer, | ; 
having only the solicitor to deal with, charges his full commission‘: 
and his disbursements with an easy conscience, untouched by remorse 
at having, perhaps, unnecessarily advertised the property in order'to 
advertise his own name at the vendor’s expense ! 

Surely it is to theadvantage of every solicitor to reduce disburse- 
ments (including auctioneer’s fees) to a minimum, for, ever. if he can- 
not then increase his own charges, he will have to deal with a more 
contented client; and there is a great amount of satisfaction in 
that. . ‘ H. B. C. 
28th October. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MOWBRAY v. MERRYWEATHER—No. 1, 29th October. 
Damaces—Breacu or Conrract—REMOTENESS. Ms 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Charles, J., at the trial with 
outa jury. The plaintiffs were stevedores, and the defendant was the 
owner of the steamship Wenby. The plaintiffs undertook to discharge a: 
cargo of deals from the shi , and, in accordance with the custom of the 
port, the defendant to provide all necessary and proper 
cranes, chains, winches, and other gearing reasonably fit for the 
of discharging the cargo. He failed to dk ‘ 
defective that, whilst it was being used in discharge of the cargo, it broke 
and thereby a workman of the plaintiffs w , 
man thereupon brought an action against the plaintiffs under the Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act, basing his claim upon the defective condition of the 
chain—a defective condition which he alleged might have been discovered 
by the plaintiffs by the exercise of reasonable care. The plaintiffs se 
the action for £125, and sought-in this action to 
the defendant. It was not —— that the settlement 
one, and it was admitted by defendant that there 
bot ove nd ene ev nap 
for the Ww it was sup 3 'y ‘ 
might by the exercise of reasonable care ve discovered the defect in the 
chain. The defendant contended that the damage sought to be recovered 
was too remote, on the ground that the injury to the workman was caused 
by the tiffs’ negligence, and was not the natural consequence of the 
defendant’s breach of warranty. Charles, J., gave judgment for the 
plaintiffs. The defendant appealed. ; 
Tue Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Kay and Rrosy, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the a . 

il M.R., said that he had no doubt as to what 
should be, although it was the first time that this 
It was an action for breach of warranty. The 
that was sufficient to entitle the plaintiffs to nominal 
But the plaintiffs contended that as a result of the 
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intiffs unless they had been guilty of 
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having done this, it is an easy matter for him to e a room for | ® breach of a duty —a pt gy ame og _ senna ton 
the sale, send the advertisements to the newspapers, have the posters | PeT™2, the workman. Was ; « the 

: ; : ses remote? No. In the of Charles, J., it was natural con- 
printed and displayed, and the like. Then he engages an auctioneer, uence of the defendant's of contract; of, in other s 
whose only business is to inspect the property, so as to be able to coneguieat which might reasonably be supposed to have been within 
‘‘ puff” it to the best advantage, and afterwards to offer it for sale, | contemplation of the parties.” ‘There were no authorities with 
the solicitor being present at the sale and receiving the deposit. For | this view, and it was by the reasoning of , in 
offering for sale property of the same value as that mentioned by | Burrows v. March Gas and Go. (L. R. 5 Ex. 67). The would, 
your correspondent, the auctioneer would be well satisfied with a fee | therefore, be dismissed. : 
of £5 5s., the amount of such fee, it may be added, being generaily | _ Kay and Riony, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsan, Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and 
agreed upon before the sale. Garwan Taylor ; Redson, Q.C., and Meyneil, Soxrerrors, for few. 


And —_ as to ~ auctioneer’s disbursements mentioned by your 
correspondent : isn’t £65 an outrageous sum in respect of properties 
worth about £2,500? It would certainly be thought so in this thriv- 
ing Lancashire town of 100,000 inhabitants. I give an example of 
the disbursements in connection with a sale, in which my firm acted 


bull § Tilly, West Hartlepool; Baker, Lees, ¢ Postlethwaite, 
Simpson, West Hartlepool. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosmysox, Barrister-at-Law.) 
COTTON v. VOGAN—No. 1, 29th October. 


for the vendor, of eight lots of property, which were sold here this | Conroration or Loxvox—Ravaxve—Meracr ox Gnatx (Port or Loxvox) 


Acr, 1872, s. 4 





year by public auction for £2,925; the advertisement being lengthy, 
and the expenditure above rather than below the average = . 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff, who was the chamberlain of the 
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Corporation of London, from a judgment of the common serjeant in an 
action tried at-the Mayor's Court.- The case raised a very important 
question with regard to the revenue of the corporation derived from a tax 


= ee Ae ih into the Port of London. The Metage on Grain (Port 
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receive “‘in respect of all grain brought into the Port of London for sale ”’ 
th of a penny per cwt., such duty to be held Fae 

preservation of 0; spaces in the neighbourhood of 
London not within the metropolis os aut by the Metropolis Manage- 
ment Act, 1855. The present action was brought to recover duty under 
this section. The jury found a special verdict that the defendants were 
the owners and consignees of a quantity of grain—namely, maize and oats 
—which had been brought into the Port of London ; that a portion of the 
maize was sold to purchasers in the same state as it arrived, and that the 
defendants admitted their liability to pay duty in respect of that ; that 
the residue of the maize and the oats were taken to the defendants’ mills, 
and a jon of the maize was ground into meal and then sold in that 
; the remainder was crushed and cracked between rollers and 

then sifted so as to separate the crushed and cracked maize from the meal, 
sold, while the crushed and cracked maize was mixed with 
and oats which had been similarly treated, and the mixture 
food. The oats were treated in a similar manner and 

r horse food. The jury further found that the maize and 
ht into the Port of London for the purpose of being dealt 
and then sold. On these findings the Common Serjeant 
t for the defendants. The plaintiff appealed. In sup- 
it was contended that, in spite of the treatment of the 
as above described, they still remained “‘ grain’ within 
the section, and were, therefore, liable to duty. The 
ided that the duty should be paid on grain brought into the 
* forsale,”’ but it did not say that the grain must be sold 
a cargo of maize and oats; separately they would 
duty, but it was suggested that if they were mixed and 
aold the duty ought to be paid in respect of neither. That 
conclusion. Attorney-General v. Green (4 Price 

(48 J. P. 424), and Pharmaceutical Society ¥. Armson 
) were cited. It was argued for the defendants that 
purposes for which grain might be brought into London. 
. of for manufacture, or for consumption. It was 
that the duty was imposed. In the present case it 
sold, but something else. A person who contracted 
mot accept a mixture of horse food in fulfilment of 
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Esurr, M.R., Kay and Riczz, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


rhe 
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MLE., said that the statute which had to be interpreted 
With commercial matters, and, therefore, its language 
according to its commercial meaning. The words 

im for sale” would im business mean for sale as grain. 
case the grain had mot been brought in for sale as grain, 
something else. Therefore the statute did not apply, and 
Was not recoverable. The appeal, would, therefore, be dis- 
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and Riser, LJJ.. comcurred.—Cocwsex, Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., and 
z Jessph Walton, Q.C., and Albert Gray. Sorsctrons, H. H. 
> Wenaey, Son, & Bowes. 


(Reported by F. 0. Boerssos, Barrister-at-Law.! 


SADLER «. GREAT WESTEEN RAILWAY CO. AND MIDLAND RAILWAY 
CO.—No. 2, 2th October. 
Practecs—Paerims—Jorsvez or Derzxpasts—Nemanxce catszp Ey Con- 
cruzes? Acts or Derzxpawrs—Onp. 16, 2. 4. 

from an order of Day, J., in chambers. The plaintiff occupied 
peemuses, No. 24, Strand. where he sold cyclists’ requisites and repaired 
aud stowed cycles. (m cither side of his premises were railway receiving 
bps g to the defendant railway companics respectively. The 
that cach of the defendant companies caused or permitted 

@ member of vane to assemble on the public highway, whereby, and by the 
comseyance of great numbers of parcels and boxes, inconvenience and 
By tial aunoyance was caused to 

the plaintiff 22 owner «{ heey page Patagraph 5 of the state- 
i the defendant companies frequently 

camsed access to the plaintiff’ s premises to be blocked by it» vane and carte 


at the ume time that access ty euch premises was already blacked by vans 
detendant | 


Cher tide A tin peemisce by the other 


the 

, aud “ by their respective combined acta” prevented all access 
we by vebicle or cycle, and caused him special in- 
Caine’ (1) £1,900 damages: (2%) the like sum 
kee « 3 «mn tmjonction to restrain 
deicatant wd cack A them trom dicing the te onmplained A. The 

Guemt Western Laliwey Co. tok ont 2 eomsmema ton 2 tay A preveed 
salem the Midland Ralbwey (0. were truck wat an delendants. Way, J, 

i & 


ey 
ft 


the decision A the master, granted the cation. The 
Comme tor the appellant cited Thorpe +. Lrumfitt 
having decided that the acte A weveral peruma might, 
When done concurrently, create 2 noleanee, though the wt A one alone 
might at te 2 nnieance § Counsel for the eapymdent ormyeny relied on 
3 (4A W. 112, 964; A. C. M09), amd argued that 
wl ¢ tom the jury ts ameenn the Gammages. Ue omtended 
hat ie Thorpe +. Brumptt James, 1.5, camat have wegantiel cach A the de- 


Tue Court (A. L. Surru, L.J.; Ricry, L.J., dissenting) dismissed 
the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that the plaintiff had brought a common law 
action for damages against the two companies. He had added a claim for 
an injunction, but the substance of the claim was damages. It was con- 
ceded that there was no combination between the defendant companies. 
They carried on business separately, and were only responsible for their 
own acts. No doubt, in considering what the Great Western Co. had done 
it might be necessary to consider the acts of the other company, but that 
was not what the plaintiff was doing. He was bringing one action against 
joint tortfeasors, neither of whom had any control or power over the acts 
of the other: Smurthwaite v. Hannay applied equally to the joinder of two 
defendants and shewed that the joinder of the two defendants was not 
right. He thought the torts were separate, and that there was no joint 
right of action against the two companies. With regard to Thorpe v. 
Brumfitt, James, L.J., was not there dealing with a common law action or 
with the question of damages at all, and in the present case, if the plaintiff 
had struck out all question of damages, his lordship’s judgment might 
have been different. Day, J.’s, order must be upheld. 

Ricery, L.J., regretted that he could not see the case in the same view as 
his brother Lord Justice. His lordship thought that the 5th paragraph of 
the claim, if made out, was a substantive matter of complaint, a nuisance, 
not two.nuisances, but one, a nuisance to which each of the defendants 
contributed. It was suggested that this was a common law action, but 
he confessed he did not know what a common law action was at the 
present day. There was no such thing as a common law action with 
reference to a question of this kind. In Thorpe v. Brum/fitt, James and 
Mellish, L.JJ., had decided that the acts of a plurality of persons might, 
when done concurrently, create a nuisance, when the act of each one of 
those individuals taken alone would be no nuisance atall. He thought 
they were bound to assume that the Court of Appeal were right, and he 
thought their decision was in accordance with convenience and the law. 
If it was said that s being asked for was a reason why the action 
should be stayed, his lordship wanted authority. The main relief sought 
was the injunction to do away with the state of things which, if the state- 
ment of claim were correct, must be doing perpetual injury to the 
plaintiff’s business. If there was any difficulty about assessing damages 
against the defendants, that was all the worse for the plaintiff. The case 
of Smurthwaite v. Hannay might apply where the causes of action against 
the different defendants were separate, but he did not look upon the 
present case as one where the liability of the defendants was severable.— 
Cocnset, Dickens, Q.C., and Chester Jones; A. Lyttleton. Soxtcrrors, 
Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy ; R. R. Nelson. 


(Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Divisicn. 
Re GOODALL, GOODALL v. GOODALL—North, J., 28th October. 


Prozate Duty—PartTnersuip—Option To Purcuase PartTNersuip Pre- 
MISES WITHIN Peniop—Peaiop ExTeEnpEeD BY W1LL—CoNVERSION. 


Originating summons to have it determined whether the Crown was 
entitled to probate duty under the following circumstances. The testator 
and his sons were in partnership, and the articles of partnership provided 
| that after the death of the testator the sons should have the option of 
purchasing the premises, &c., on which the business was carried on, and 
which were the testator’s private property and leased to the partnership, 
the option to hold good for six months after such death. Ly his will the 
testator extended to three years the period during which the option could 
be exercised. sons did not exercise the option within six months of 
the death, but they did within the extended period. The Crown claimed 

probate duty on the sum produced by the exercise of the option, on the 
| ground that, although the premises were realty at the time of the death, 
| yet the option of purchase exercised within the extended period given by 
| the will, nevertheless ted asa conversion as from the death, just as 
| it would have done if the option had been exercised within the time given 
| by the articles. Against this view it was contended that the option given 
| by the will was an entirely fresh option and not merely an extension of 
| the time fixed by the articles, and that as the option was created by the 
, will, it could not operate as a conversion of the realty so as to make it 
; liable to probate duty: Attorney-General v. Brunning (8 H. L. 243), 
Attorney-General ¥. Hubluck 13 Q. B.D. 275), Barelay v. Messenger (22 
| W. B. 522). 
Noxru, J., beld that probate duty was not payable, on the ground that 
, the purchase did not trike since by virtue of the contract contained in the 
i ip articles, and the option there given, but that the purchase 
took place under the will alone.—Counsen, Upjohn; Vernon Smith, Q.0., 
| and Vaughan Hawkins, Sossacrrous, Morley, Shirreff, GeCo.; Solicitor to 
| Inland Kevenue, 





[Reported by Bh. 1i.0m, Barriater-at-Law, | 


POWELL +. THE BIRMINGHAM VINEGAR BREWERY CO.—Stirling, J., 
With October. 


Terve-usux—Tusve Naue—lurratrion—Tenpency vo Deowive. 


This wae an action by the plaintiff to restrain the defendants from 
pasting, or attempting to off, and from enabling others to pase off, 
Wy the use of the term “ Yorkshire Kelish,”’ or in any other way, sauce 
nt manulactarea by the plaintiff, as or for the goods of the plaintiff, 

' The plaintiff carried on the business of a dryvalter aud wholesale druggist 
at Leeds under the name of Goodall, Hackhours, & Co., and he and ila 
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predecessors in title had for over thirty-five years manufactured and sold 
the sauce well known under the name of ‘*Y ire Relish.”’ The sauce 
was manufactured from a secret recipe, and was very largely advertised. 
It was alleged by the plaintiff that as many as six million bottles had been 
sold in various parts of the world in the year 1893. All the bottles bore a 
label on which the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ appeared prominently, and 
this label was registered under the Trade-Marks Acts. In 1884 the 
wg a also registered the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ as a trade-mark, 

ut these words, on the application of the present defendants, were 
removed from the register by order of Chitty, J., an order which was 
affirmed both by the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords. In 1894 
the defendants introduced in the market, under the name of ‘‘ Yorkshire 
Relish,’’ a sauce of their own manufacture, and,.as @ consequence, the 
plaintiff issued in April, 1894, the writ in thé4present action. In July, 
1894, Stirling, J., granted an interim injunction ining the defendante, 
until the trial of the action, from using the wofds *‘ Yorkshire Relish ”’ as 
descriptive of or in connection with any sauce or relish manufactured by 
them, or sauce, not being of the plaintiff's manufacture, sold or offered for 
sale by them without clearly distinguishing such sauce or relish from the 
sauce or relish of the plaintiff. This interim order was ap from by 
the defendants, but the appeal was dismissed. The ac’ came on for 
hearing in the Easter Sittings, and was adjourned into the Trinity Sittings, 
when judgment was reserved. 

Srieiine, J.—[His lordship stated the facts as above set out, and con- 
tinued :—] When this matter was before me on the motion, I based my 
decision on the following grounds: (1) that the term ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ”’ 
was not a descriptive, but.a fancy name; (2) that the said name, though 
not a name to which the plaintiff had an exclusive title, did, nevertheless, 
in fact, denote in the markets the plaintiffs manufacture; and (3) that 
the defendants had not taken sufficient precautions to prevent purchasers 
from being misled into buying the defendants’ sauce when they meant to 
buy the plaintiff’s. Each of these points must now be considered with 
reference to the evidence produced at the trial. As regards the law 
bearing on the case, the leading authorities are dealt with in my former 
judgment, and I do not propose to add anything on that head, except as 
to a decision by the Court of Appeal given since the motion was heard. 
With regard to the first point, the law on the subject has been considered 
by the Court of Appeal in Reddaway v. Banham (1895, 1 Q. B. 286). [After 
referring at length tothe case in question, his-lordship continued - 
Now the term “‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ is not, in any sense, a description o 
the article manufactured by the plaintiff; it is a fancy name just as much 
as if that article had (to use the illustration of Lord Esher) been called 
“ Primrose ’’ sauce. Now with respect to the composition of the plaintiff's 


and defendants’ sauces, I am of opinion that it is not the same, but, at- 


the same time, I think the sauces closely resemble one another in taste. 
Under these circumstances, does the case fall within the exception laid 
down by the Master of the Rolls in Reddaway v. Banham, that ‘‘a man 
cannot be restrained by injunction from telling, in the course of business, 
that which is the simple truth’? ? By sending their sauce into the market 
under the name of ‘“‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ the defendants represent to the 
public that it is the same article as that hitherto known under that 
name. On the evidence in this case, that is not the simple truth. It goes 
beyond it. It may be right to describe the defendants’ sauce as a 
wonderful match for ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ but not simply as ‘‘ Yorkshire 
Relish.’’ Hence the case of Reddaway v. Banham does not assist the 
defendants. Upon the second question, whether the name ‘‘ Yorkshire 
Relish,’’ as used in the market, does or does not denote the plaintiff's 
manufacture, there was really no conflict of evidence at the trial. In 
this state of affairs, I think that a purchaser who knew the plaintiff was a 
manufacturer would, on asking for ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’ expect to get the 
plaintiff’s sauce, and a purchaser who knew nothing of the manufacturer 
would expect to get the same article as he had been in the habit of 
buying—i.e., the plaintiff’s. Consequently, when the defendants intro- 
duced their goods into the market under the name of ‘* Yorkshire 
Relish,’’ it was their duty to take precautions to prevent purchasers from 
being misled into buying the defendants’ sauce when they meant to pro- 
cure the plaintiff’s. Lastly, as to the third question—whether the pre- 
cautions taken by the defendants were sufficient. On this question there 
is no general rule. It depends on the circumstances of each particular 
case. The point to be considered is whether the actual and probable 
results of the defendant’s acts would be to mislead purchasers, and so 
deprive the plaintiff of business intended for him. After carefully con- 
sidering the evidence on the point, I have come to the conclusion that the 
plaintiff has made out a case entitling him to a perpetual injunction, in 
the same form as that granted on the motion, the tiff may have an 
account of profits, if he so desire, at his own risk, and the defendants 
must pay the costs of the action.—Counsu, Sir R. Webster, A.G ; Graham 
Hastings, Q.C., John Cutler, and Hampson ; Fleteher Moulton, Q.C., Vernen 
Smith, Q.C. Soxscrrons, J. S. Salaman ; Thorowgood, Taber, § Hardcastle. 
{Reported by Anruur Morton, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re DARLING, FARQUHAR v. DARLING. —-Stirling, J., 30th October. 
Wiri.—Oonsraverron—Grrt ro ‘ Service or Gop.”’ 
Elizabeth Caroline Darling made her will, dated May 13, 1871, in the 


es terms :-——"‘I, Elizabeth Caroline Darling, desire that at my 
death all of which I may be possessed, with the exception of a few } 


I may hereafter make, shall go to the poor and the service of God."” The 
testatrix thon mado bequests of various legacies to charitable institutions 
named in her will, The testatrix died on the 10th of February, 1895, and 
her + kp proved on the 0th of March, 1895. This wasa summons by the 
execu 


institutions, and the question arose 
stated amounted to a good charitable 
not grok. heen it included ‘under it objects—i.c., 
which were not recognized by the law of charity. 
Srmurme, J.—In this the 

{His lordship read 
question is whether 
said that it is not 


question that a 
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flit 
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£2,000 per annum out of certain 
discretion, until the testator’s son 
Lord and Master and, I trust, Redeemer.” 
devise. The judgment of the Lord Chancellor 
the different gifts he says, ‘‘ these 
of charity and as such are i 
ois I am of opinion that a bequest to pi 
a specific object and that this cannot be disti 
pious uses.’’ Now it is disputed that the gift is good, 
the contrary, and I think it is im point. Therefore 
is well given to charity.—Counser, Phipson 
Gardiner ; Hastings, Q.C., and Onslow ; Toyee ; 
H. W. Lyail ; Bell, Steward, May, Mow ; Solicitor to the Treasury ; 
$ Co. 


[ Reported by Anruve Moros, Barrister-at-Law.| 


if 


ROOKE v. DAWSON—Romer, J., 29th October. 


Scnotarsa1p—ExamryaTion Marxs—Passrvc an Examrsatios—Duscez 
Trox or Examrvse. 

This was an action brought by a candidate in 
as an infant by his next friend to have it 
the award of a ip in the examination for which 
the highest number of marks. The 
Under an indenture dated the 3lst of 
named were directed to stand possessed of the 
ment of a scholarship at Mill Hill School, Hendon, Middleser, 
annual value of the net yearly i 
at one of the therein 
that after the avoi 
who were therein 
had long since taken place), 
scholarship should be awarded 
such colleges as aforesaid, who 
jects to be determined from time to time by the examiner, 
be ofa cribed age and should have 
By a subsequent clause it was provided 
of the ip should occur before any payment 
scholar under the above trusts, 
examination should succeed. Iu 1893, at an 
were four candidates, the plaintiff 
ful candidate did not, however, 
scholarship was therefore not a’ 
disclaimed all interest. Another examination 
1894, at which the plaintiff and a bey, H. M 
at which the plaintzif obtained 570 
however, re that neither candidate 
that the plaintiff did not shew sufficient knowledge 
If awarded, he that the 


the boys either equally or i 

dec dey Bet ~~~ gn 

Romer, J., held that no boy was entitled 

succeed in ing an examination. To 
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he oe ented tothe scaalaip. Conmegess te PSG wes a 
as to be en to scholarship. plaintiff was 
eutitled to the award, and his action be with costs.-- 


Counssn, Heptinsen, Q.C.. and Miertcheg > Birrell, QC, and Michie, 
Sorrcrrons. Reede ¢ Seas > Peaningha ¢ Qa. 
(Reported Dy J. Anravs Paws, Barristernat-Law.’ 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BISCHOP » TOLER—25th October. 
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Manvracrurnr—Mercuanprss Marks Act, 1887 (60 & 51 Vicr. c. 28) s. 
2, sUB-sBcTION (2), AND s. 3, SUB-SECTION (I.) (B.) AND (D.) 
case stated by Mr. Newton, a metropolitan magistrate, sitting 
at Soap me aR Police Court. The case set out that the 
appellant, Samuel Bischop, was summoned at the instance of the Butter 
Association for having in his possession for sale certain goods—to wit, 
margarine—to which a false trade description was applied, contrary to 
the provisions of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887. From the facts stated 
it = that the appellant is manager of a shop, 59, Oxford-street, for 
M. Auguste Pellerin, of Paris. The shop was used exclusively for the 
sale of a class of margarine to which the name of Le Dansk is applied, and 
the words “‘ Le Dansk French Factory’? were painted up conspicuously 
on the . Le Dansk is a material of which the foundation is made in 
is known as “‘ oleomargarine.’’ This is sent over to South- 
ampton and there at a factory called the French factory, it is remade and 
about ten per cent. of Danish butter and new milk is added. It is 
then sent up to the London shop for sale, and it is after that process has 
been gone through that the name of ‘“‘Le Dansk” is applied to the 
product. It was always sold in cardboard boxes which had on them the 
*French Factory—Le Dansk,” and when a box was delivered toa 
purchaser, the word “‘ margarine ’’ was stamped on it. The window of the 
with empty boxes and it was admitted by the complainant 
that all the boxes in the shop, except those in a cupboard where the word 
up, were empty. In the end the magistrate convicted 
40s. and 2s. costs, and from this decision Bischop 
wiction was based on two grounds, first, that the 
* were a false trade description as to the material of 
ere composed within the meaning of section 2, sub- 
ion 3, sub-section (i.) (e.) and (d.) of the Merchandise 
stance called Le Dansk being really margarine ; 
“* Le Dansk French Factory” on the outside and 
on the cardboard boxes were a false trade descrip- 
country in which the margarine was produced, 
meaning of section 3 (i.) (b.) of the Act, the margarine being 
at Southampton. 
Cover (Lorp Rrsssit or Krttowex, C.J., and Cave, J.), affirmed 
icti doubted whether the words “‘ Le Dansk ’’ were such 
description as to the materials of which the goods were 
as alone would have sup: a conviction under the Act. But 
ground—namely, that the article was represented as being 
make, they thought the conviction was right, as they considered 
i deceptive description which would convey to the ordinary mind 
a finished product manufactured abroad, which was not the 
appeal was accordingly dismissed and the conviction affirmed. 
- D. Bemsey ; Moulton, Q.C., and Morton Smith. Soxicrrors, 
z C. U. Fisher. 
| [Reported by Eecsxrss Ram, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TANNER -. OLDHAM—Oct 26. 


Mrreorezss—Briprsc— Britpmscs To BE CARRIED OUT UNDER 4 CoNTRACT 
—Beuorse Acermesr—Loxspos Briprse Act (57 & 58 Vict. c. 213), 
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Building Act, 1894. That rection is as follows :—‘‘ Notwithstanding 
amything comtained in this Act, 2 ing, structure, or work which has 
comsmenced before and is in progress at the commencement of this 
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| writ of mandamus should not issue 


MOORE v. PEARCE’S DINING AND REFRESHMENT ROOMS (LIM.)— 
25th October. 


Marcarine—ExposurE FoR SaLe—Resravrant Kaggpers—Se.uers or 

wr ame py Retatc—Manearine Act, 1887 (50 .& 51 Vicr. c. 29), ss. 

®t 

Special case. This appeal was brought by John Moore, an officer of the 
Butter Association, poe a decision of Mr. Haden Corser, a metropolitan 
police magistrate, sitting at Worship-street, who had refused to convict 
the respondent company for exposing for sale by retail margarine without 
alabel. The facts set out in the case were substantially as follows :—On 
the 22nd of January of this year, Moore, with another officer of the Butter 
Association, went to one of the defendants’ city establishments known as 
** The Wilberforce,” and was served with some coffee and slices of bread 
and butter. Moore subsequently asked for four dry slices of bread and 
three pennyworth of butter, and was told by the attendant that the com- 
pound used was a mixture of margarine and butter, and he replied that 
that would do. Then, according to Moore’s version of what took place, 
the girl went to a lump of the substance, cut off a piece and weighed it, 
but the manager intervened and told Moore that he could not be supplied 
with the article in order to take it away, although the attendant would 
put any amount of ‘‘ butter’’ he wished on the bread to be supplied to 
himself and his companion. Moore explained that he wanted the mixturo 
for analysis, but the manager repeated his previous observation and 
pointed out a notice hanging conspicuously over the plates upon which 
were the ‘‘ slices” containing the following announcement :—‘‘ Notice— 
slices } each. Nothing but a mixture of the best Danish butter and mar- 
garine is sold at this establishment.’”” Except these notices the com- 
plainant saw no labels. There was a board up in the shop to the 
effect that ‘‘ bread and butter’? was sold there. he manager stated 
before the magistrates that the slices were mostly cut behind the counter 
from which the customers helped themselves. The margarine would only 
be used for spreading, and was not sold in lump. Some of the lump was 
used to place on haddocks which were sold at the price of 2d. each with a 
pat of the compound, without any extra charge being made for the latter. 
The magistrate dismissed the summons, being of opinion that the Act did 
not apply as the defendants were refreshment room keepers and not 
sellers of margarine by retail. They only sold margarine as a compound 
article—that was, as ‘‘ slices’? of bread spread with margarine and not 
separately as margarine. He considered that the Act only applied to 
shops such as butter shops or grocers’ shops where margarine was usually 
sold. The lump on the shelf was only there for the purpose of being 
used to spread on bread and was not ‘‘ exposed for sale ’’ within the mean- 
ing of the 6th section, and, therefore, neither it nor the slices required a 
label. 


Tue Covrrt upheld the decision of the magistrate. 

‘Tue Lonp Curer Justice, in giving judgment, said the question was one 
of far-reaching importance. The statute was direc to secure an 
important public object, which was to protect the public against any 
deception in regard to the articles they bought. In the present case the 
persons charged were entirely above-board in their conduct and there was 
no manner of deception alleged as to the way in which they carried on 
their business. The question was solely whether the defendants had 
committed an offence under the Act. tion 4 had not created the 
offence, it only imposed the penalty, it was section 6 that created the 
offence. That section required that, if such margarine be exposed for 
sale by retail there should be attached to each parcel thereof so exposed 
a label marked ‘‘ margarine,’”’ and every person selling margarine 
by retail should in each case deliver the same to the purchaser 
in or with a wrapper on which should be printed in capital letters 
the word “ ine.”” Having regard to the facts of the case he 
considered that there had been no offence against the Act and that there 
had been no “‘ exposing for sale’”’ within its meaning. The margarine 
was not sold as a separate thing. Had the defendants sold 
Moore 2 lump of the mixture, as he asked them to, the case 
might have been different. The main stress of the complaint was 

the lump on the shelf ought to have had a label on it. But before 
could established it must be made out that there wasa sale by 
In the opinion of the court this was not a sale by retail at all. It 
be that the price of the haddocks was not reduced if no 
i with it. The appeal would, therefore, be dismissed 


FE 
Fe 


| with costs. 


Cave, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnset, Dickens, Q.C., and 
Morton Smith ; Ogle. Sorscrrons, C. Urquhart Fisher ; Thomas Charles. 
‘Reported by Exsxixz Reip, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Ez parte YISHER—2Ath October. 


Jverices—Apiovexgep Sessions—Jvunisvicrion or Licensina Justices To 
uzAk APPLICATION WHEN ADJOURNED BY THEM TO A DAY sUKSRQUENT TO 
rum Sratvtory Dare vor Heautxo sucn Marrexs—Are Hover Acr, 
1828 (9 Guo. 4, c. 61), #. 3. 


This was an application for a rule nisi calling upon the licensing justice: 
for the Bromfield Division of the county of Denbigh to shew cause why a 
i them 10 hear and determine an 
——_ by Joseph Fisher for a renewal of the licence of the Black 

Inn, at wae The tacts were as follows :—Visher applied on 
the 2nd of this year, at the general annual sessions, for a 
renewal of bis licence. That application was directed by the justices to 
stand over until the adjourned sessions to be held on the 30th of Beptem- 
ber. No intimation that the licence would be refused was given to Fisher, 
nor was any notice of objection entered as required by the Licensing Act, 
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1872 (85 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 42 sub-section 2, although the previous | person 


holder of the licence had been convicted. At the adjournéd ions the 
application was renewed, and the justices asked Fisher whether he had 
brought with him his agreement of tenancy, and on his replying in the 
negative, the justices directed him to bring it for their inspection on the 
14th of October, and meanwhile, further adjourned the application until 
that date. On that day Fisher again attended, and produced his agree- 
ment of tenancy, when a Mr. Pearse, who had not given notice of his 
intention to oppose the licence, rose in the body of the court, and as 
amicus curie submitted that the justices had no jurisdiction to hear the 
application, because under section 3 of the Ale House Act, 1828, they had 
no power to adjourn the hearing of the case beyond the month of Sep- 
tember. The justices considered the objection raised was good, and 
declined to go further into the case. In consequence of this decision the 
house had to be closed. Counsel for the applicant submitted that the 
section gave the justices power to hold sufficient adjournments to dispose 
of all the applications before them. That had been so held by the Court 
of Appeal in the case of Reg. v. London Justices and London County Council 
(41 W. R. 668, 1893; 2 Q. B. 476). In that case, owing to the press of 
business, an assessment appeal to quarter sessions could not be heard 
within the time fixed by the Valuation (Metropolitan) Act, 1869, and the 
court held that the justices had authority to adjourn the hearing of the 
appeal to a day after the time prescribed by the Act had expired. 

Tue Covrr (Day and Granrnam, JJ.) granted a rule nisi, directing 
that the application should be heard within four days of the service of the 
affidavits.—CounseL, Scott-Fox. Soxicrrors, Lang § Gardiner, for F. H. 
Anderson, York. 

{Reported by Erskine Rep, Barzrister-at-Law. } 


SMITH v. BRAILSFORD—26th October. 


Frienpiy Socretres—Orper or OppreLLows—Fungrat Funp —Exctivsion 
or Lopag. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the county court judge at 
Nottingham. It involved a point of considerable interest to members of 
the Order of Oddfellows. The order is composed of a number of lodges, 
and a man in order to become a member of the order mu_t become a 
member of one of the lodges. Each of the lodges has a separate sick fund, 
but there is in addition a gencral funeral fund of the order to which 
members may subscribe independently of their lodges. This fund is kept 
separate from the other funds of the order, and is a separate y 
society. By rule 54 of the constitutional rules of the order, it is provided 
that the governing body might exclude any lodge from the order for 
disobedience to the rules. The rule further provided a period of time 
within which the innocent members of the lodge might appeal, so that the 
innocent should not be punished with the guilty. In 1893 a rule was 
made by the order that all lodges should be registered under the Friendly 
Societies Act. The Chesterfield lodge refused to do this and were 
consequently excluded from the order in November, 1894. The plaintiff 
was a member of the Chesterfield lodge, and had for some time subscribed 
to the funeral fund. In December, 1894, he tendered his subscription 
which was refused, and in January, 1895, his wife died, whereupon he 
sued and recovered from the order the sum of £6. The defendant now 
sought to reverse the decision of the county court judge, and he maintained 
that as the lodge was excluded from membership, so likewise the 
individuals composing it were also excluded. For the plaintiff it was 
urged that, though to become a member of the order it was undoubtedly 
necessary to be a member of a lodge, yet it was not equally clear that to 
continue a member of the order it was necessary for him to continue to be 
a member of some lodge of the order, and, further, that membership of 
the funeral fund was quite distinct from membership of a lodge, and that 
he belonged to it as an individual and not as a member of a 1 i 

The Courr (Cave and Wricut, JJ.) reversed the judgment of the 
county court judge. They said it was not an easy case to decide as it 
turned upon the construction of rules not skilfully framed so as to provide 
for every case. The best opinion seemed to be that to be a member of the 
order a man must be a member of a lodge. ‘The effect of the erasure of a 
lodge was shown by rule 54. That rule would have no meaning if the 
individuals were not excluded with the lodge. And having ceased to be a 
member of the order, this man had, it was clear, according to the rules of 
the order, lost all claim on the funeral fund.—CounsgL, Stevenson ; 
Etherington Smith. Soxictrors, Oswaldston ; J. H. Lee. 


[Reported by C. G. Wruerauanm, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re NASH & SONS, Ex parte CROFTON, CRAVEN, & WORTHINGTON— 
Q. B. Div., 29th October. 


Banxavurroy — Practice — Taxation or Costs— Rient or Orricran 
Receiver TO #R PREsENT at ‘TAxaTION—Banxavrtcy Rv ues, * 1886, 


Rus 120-124. 

Thig was an appeal from an order of His Honour Ju of in the 
county court at Manchester, holding that the official ver a right 
to attend the taxation of the bill of costs of Messrs. Crofton, Craven, & 
Worthington, the solicitors to the trustee in the bankruptoy of Nash & 
Sons. Upon the 30th of December, 1894, the solicitors carried in their 
bill of costs. The registrar refused to tax until the requirements of rules 
120 to 124 of the Bankruptoy Rules, 1886, had been com with. 
The matter was referred to the Judge, who directed the official 
receiver to apply for a copy of the bill under rule 122: “ Every 





receiver shall 
opinion, ought to be disallowed or reduced.’’ 
taxation was made before the registrar, 
and claimed a right to be present to be heard 
as he thought ought to be disallowed. 
present, or 
upheld the contention of the 
urged that rule 122 gave the to be 
called attention to the fact that the draftsman of rule 25 of 
up Rules, 1890, which in other respects is terms 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, thought necessary 
may attend or be represented on the 
took the position that there is no 
official receiver from being 


to be heard at the . 
practice, and never before bad such a 
order of the judge could give him such a right. (2) That he had no 
to be present, but that if in any case the judge thought it 
him to be present, he had power to order him to attend, not as a litigant 
party, but to give his assistance to the taxing officer, and enable him 
report efficiently to the Board of ‘Trade in case a review of the 
should be ordered. 

Kennepy, J., concurred.—Counsg., E. Cooper Willis, Q.C., C. A. Rus- 
sell; Muir Mackenzie. Soxticrrors, Crompton, Craven, & Worthington ; 
$ Edgar ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by P. M. Frascxz, Barrister-at-Law. | 





County Courts. 


CHAFFERS v. JUDGES LUMLEY SMITH AND MEADOWS-WHITE— 
Brompton, 22nd October. 


Vexariovs Actrions—Imuuntry or JUDGES. 


His Honour J Srovor.—At an adjourned hearing of this action on 
the 24th of September, dy vay hw = his case and gave his own evi- 
dence in support of it, then applied for a further adj in 

uence of the absence of two witnesses—viz., the defendant Judge 
Meadows-White and Lord Esher, botb of whom had been duly sub- 
poenaed. The former was abroad when the subpeena came to his know- 
ledge, and wrote at once to the registrar of this court to express his readi- 
ness to attend on a future occasion if it were considered desirable by the 
The latter did not attend on the day of trial or send any communi- 
cation to the court, but at the adjournment intimated by the learned 
counsel who then appeared for him as well as for the defendants that 
was also ready to attend if it were considered desirable by the court. 
ee ee ee 
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in 
and also in collusion with 
od’ tyremnical’ pascialiiay 
an 
judicial office, and by 
said Barons 


penaed to 
actions before them, 
Esher were defendants, 
Sorte dttentante tn of the conspiracy 
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would also observe that an action ae allegations of conspiracy 
ps ge a ag and a judge harassed as to every case tried by him, 
the same reason exists for a judge’s immunity from an 

action = such a conspiracy as from an action for any acts done in pur- 
suance of it ; and in support of the view which I have taken I would refer 
ee codes of Haggard v. Pélicier (65 L. T. Rep. 769). I therefore 
think that this action will not lie for the alleged conspiracy in the 
t case any more than for the acts alleged to have been done 
pursuance of it. If this question could have been decided in 
the first instance on a preliminary objection in the nature of a demurrer 
to the particulars and statement of the plaintiff, as was formerly the prac- 
tice, I think that the defendants would have been at once entitled to a ver- 
dict, and it would, of course, have been my duty also to have refused 
the enforcement of the witnesses’ attendance, and thereby much trouble and 
much valuable time would have been saved. Two recent cases in the High 
Court of Fletcher v. The London and North-Western Railway Co., on an appeal 

from Wright, J. (1892, 1 Q. B. 122), and Evans and Wife v. The Sout 

London Co., on appeal from’ Judge Lushington (10 Times L. “4 
a have, however, "effected an alteration in this respect, and have decided 
that, although neither the particulars nor the statement of the plaintiff 
disclose a cause of action, nevertheless he is entitled to adduce evidence on 
the chance of a good cause of action, differing, of course, 
— his and - arth coir and to amend the former accordingly. 
in the present case would, therefore, be prima facie entitled 

to give all the aulcaadiaen ten etl or question in his power, 
that of the defendant Judge Meadows- White and Lord Esher. 
The defendanis, however, and Lord Esher, further contend by their counsel 
that there is an inherent power in every court of law summarily to dismiss 
any action which is clearly vexatious in its nature, and which is brought 
not for the purpuse of pe yy | the redress sought by the same, but for 
some collateral purpose : and the judgment of the Privy Council in the case 
of Haggard v. Pélicier, which I have already cited, has been relied on by 
counsel, and the case of Lawrance v. Lord “‘Norreys (15 App. Cas. 210), and 
other recent cases might also be cited in support of this proposition, 
which they fully establish. It therefore remains to be considered 
whether the present action is vexatious and ought to be dismissed, and 
the enforcement of the witnesses’ attendance consequently refused. 
— I feel very strongly the observations of Lord Herschell in the 
<p emeetng 4 v. Lerd Nerreys as to the caution with which this power 

> summary dismissal ought to be exercised, and which observations 
are referred to in the case of Haggard v. Pélicier, but considering all the 
Circumstances of this present case, especially that the particulars in the 
action and the statement and evidence of the plaintiff disclose no cause of 
action, that he admits that he has no knowledge or reason for thinking 
fgg ogame between the defendants and Lord 
that he also admits that the actions now in 
+ eer ga by him merely for the purpose of 
with regard to certain words which he 
Tladaiathastheedines teocttl ame brought by the present 
pisintiff, which cross-examination he would have no right and ought not 
to be permitted to enter upon, and, lastly, considering the utier 
improbability of the plaintiff's case, I think that this action must be 
Gismiseed as vexatious. The plaintiff states that the words used by Lord 
the occasion referred to imputed to him the crime of “‘ extorting 
money,” and he declares upon oath that he was wholly innocent of that 


can which 

Sy Sa Se cep whch Be deme, en eo any esol 
of bis denial. The present action will be dismissed as vexatious, and the 
motion for the enforcement of Lord Esher’s attendance will, of course, be 
also diemissed —Ti- picintif in person; Bartley Dennis, for the defendant 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 
ee ane, SS Re aoe anda yee hte ot Ge 
Wediington Hotel, Glomester, on Wednesdsy, the 23rd October 1895. The 

following members were present :—Mr. KE. W. Merriman, 
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(Malmesbury), W. Warman (Stroud), and J. Wintle (Newnham). A 
prize was awarded to Mr. Herbert Harger Scott (who was articled to Mr. 

Charles Scott of Gloucester) for having passed the final examination of the 
Incorporated Law Society with first class Honours. It was resolved that 
the next annual general meeting of the society be held at Cheltenham. A 
vote of thanks to the retiring president concluded the meeting, and the 
members afterwards dined together. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members. The subscribing members are now 109 in number. 


Ad valorem duty on apportioned rent charges. A notice issued by the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue on the 17th September last on the subject 
of the amount of duty payable in respect of assignments of rent charges 
and ground rents, specially in cases of divisions in this class of property, 
gave rise to co mdence between some members of this society and the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue. The committee had an opportunity of 
considering this correspondence and the subject was one which attracted 
attention from other provincial law societies. The result of the represen - 
tations then pressed upon the Commissioners has been that on the 20th 
February, 1895, they issued a notice that ‘‘If any stamp question be at 
any time hereafter raised in reference to’ instruments of these classes ’’ the 
Commissioners will “‘ be prepared, upon application, to place the adjudi- 
cation stamp without payment of any further duty, upon any such 
instruments as were executed cn or before the 3lst of December, 1894, 
without any limit as to the time within which such instruments must be 
sent in for adjudication, provided that the instrument is in all other 
respects correctly stamped.” 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. Solicitors conducting fee. The very 
stringent treatment which the costs of a vendor's solicitor have latel y 
received at the hands of the Taxing-master, came prominently under the 
notice of the committee in February last. A full statement of the case 
had been prepared snd circulated by Messrs. Wintle and Son, of Newnham, 
the firm concerned, from which statement the following is an extract :— 
** In the bill carricd in was charged a commission for conducting the sale of 
the first three lots of £15; and in respect of the unsold lot four (reserve 
price £507 10s.) £5. Total £20. The Taxing-master has disallowed the 
£15 on the grouud that an auctioneer was employed to offer the property 
for sale, and knock it down to the purchasers—that the vendors’ solicitors 
had, therefore, not done all the work in conducting the sale, and that the 
conducting fee can only be allowed to the vendors’ solicitor on it being 
shewn that he holds an auctioneer’s licence. The Taxing-master also 
expressed the opinion (though why he did so is not clearly appreciatede 
having regard to the ground on which he disallowed the £15) that wher, 
the conditions of sale expressly provide that the auctioneer’s fees are to be 
paid by the purchaser, it might be open to say that the vendor indirectly 
had to pay them. The Master also disallowed the £5 on the ground that 
as lot four was not sold, no scale fee is chargeable. He, however, allowed 
a fee of £3 3s. in respect of all four lots to cover any separate charges, and 
for instructing the auctioneer and settling advertisements.’’ The com- 
mittee being aware that the matter had been brought to the notice of the 
Incorporated Law Society, expressed their hope that they would see their 
way to take steps to obtain a decision upon it. The committee, however, 
learnt from the Incorporated Law Society that they had informed Messrs. 
Wintle that the Society would like them to carry in objections, and let 
the Society see the Master’s reasons, and that they would then decide 
whether they would — an appeal. Formal objections were accord- 
ingly carried in, and the Master has issued his answers to them, and copies 
of both have been supplied to and are now under consideration by the 
council of the Incorporated Law Society. 


The Land Transfer Bill. Thisinportant measure has received unremitting 
attention from the committee who now have the satisfaction of informing 
the society, as already announced to each Member, that the Government 
consented to refer the Bill to a select committee with power to take 
evidence. The Bill bas the second reading on the ct under- 
standing that those Members of Parliament who are opposed to it are at 
liberty to oppose it, both aD com, wt and in detaii at its later s ~ 

pate he taken to evidence in support of the objectio 
to t ; 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Oct. 21.—Mr. C. Kains-Jackson moved: ‘‘ That the decision of the 
magistrate in Professor Lankester’s case was wrong.’’ Mr. W. 8S, Sher- 
rington , and Messrs. 8. E. Hubbard, H. D. Woodcock, A. W. 
Marks, C. . Kirby and Percy Ayler spoke on the motion, which was 
carried by one vote. On Monday, Oct. 28, Mr. H. D. Woodcock 
moved : ‘‘ That is the duty of Great Britain, even if unsupported by the 
other powers, to aid the oppressed Armenians by force of arms. ‘i 








In the course of the trial of the ‘ Liberator” case, on the 28th ult., Mr. 
Atherley Jones asked the Judge to decide in what order counse! should crons= 
examine and address the jury. He submitted that the proper order would be 
that counsel senior at the Bar should take precedence. The Attoiney- 
ae speaking for oe a said that if such a rule were established it wouid 


pe wens rad for it would enable 2 man of means to secure counsel of 
aGus>t rie ne that he had obtained privileges at the trial. There was 
po doubt Page eae oy og was Balfour, He was named first in 
the mah ga and he t that order should be observed. The Judge 





thought that counsel should arrange the matter among themmlyes. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Socrery.—Oct. 22, 1895.—Chairman.: Mr- 
Nugent Chaplin. The subject for debate was—‘‘ That ‘ Trilby’ does not 
merit the popularity it has attained.” Mr. W. M. Woodhouse opened in 
the affirmative ; Mr. Walter S. Henderson opened in the negative. The 
following members also spoke :—Messrs. C. Augustus Anderson, H. M. 
Giveen, R. Leader, Augustus Hair, Arthur Smith, A. Lemon, Neville 
Tebbutt, Rupert Blagden, and A. W. Watson. The motion was carried 
by three votes. ‘The subject for debate at the next meeting of the society 
on Tuesday, the 29th of October, is, ‘‘ That the case of Broderip v. Salomon 
(1895, 2 Ch. 323) was wrongly decided.’’ 


Oct. 29, 1895.—Chairman: Mr. Neville Tebbutt. The subject for debate 
was—‘‘ That tae case of Broderip v. Salomon (1895, 2 Ch. 323) was wrongly 
decided.’’ Mr. Thomas Douglas opened in the affirmative, Mr. T. H. 
Aldous seconded in the affirmative, and Mr. Archibald Hair opened in the 
negative. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. F. Pattinson, 
Archer White, W. A. Jolly, A. Dickson, A. 8S. Legg, A. E. Clarke, 
A. Simon, and Seager Berry. The motion was carried by four votes. The 
subject for debate at the next meeting of the society on Tuesday, the 5th 
day of November, is: ‘‘That this society welcomes the return of the 
Unionist party to power.’’ 

BramincuamM Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—The annual mock trial of this 
society was held on Friday evening, the 25th of October, in the Temper- 
ance Hall, Birmingham, before a crowded house. Mr. H. A. McCardie, 
barrister-at-law, officiated as judge, with Mr. A. H. Singleton as his 
associate. The counsel for the plaintiff were Messrs. G. A. C. Pettitt and 
F. O. Hopson, instructed by Messrs. A. E. Hingley and W. M. Gough, 
and for the defendant, Messrs. J. Armstrong and E. L. Hirsch, instructed 
by Messrs. H. G. Hadfield and B. Silverston. The action was brought by 
Tertia Tanqueray (Mr. A. F. Lovatt), a widow of Fairleigh-on-the-Spree, 
in the county of Neithersex, to recover £10,000 damages for slander 
against Marmaduke St. Quentin de Clifford Fitznoble (Mr. L. B. Chatwin), 
a bachelor of the same place. The facts were shortly that the defendant 
took advantage of the plaintiff’s indisposition, occasioned by the tight- 
ness of a dress she was wearing, to accuse her of having over-indulged in 
champagne. As the result of the slander plaintiff alleged she had suffered 
loss of matrimonial prospects and hospitality of friends. Much amuse- 
ment was caused by the examination of the witnesses, who were Messrs. 
H. F. Winterbotham, G. Young, 8S. 8S. Guest, H. Eaden, and C. B. 
Marston, for the plaintiff ; and Messrs. E. Newey, M. C. Blewitt, R. C. 
Thomas, and H. Bedford, for the defendant. The jury found a verdict 
for the plaintiff, damages one farthing, and judgment was delivered 
accordingly, with costs. The proceedings lasted for three hours. 





THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE ON LEGAL EDUCATION. 


In the course of an address delivered by the Lord Chief Justice on Monday 
last, in Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the occasion of the opening to the public of 
the lectures under the Connci! of Legal Education, he said :—I propose to 
myself but one object, and that is to give what I conceive to be a much- 
needed stimulus to the cause of legal education. With that object in 
view, I shall ask you to follow me whilst, with needful brevity, I consider 
—(1) The past history of legal education in England ; (2) its present state ; 
(3) its state in other countries; and, finally (4) the shortcomi in our 
present system, and how those shortcomings may best be remedied and a 
system of legal education established on a broad and enlightened basis. 
And, First, a few words about the past history of legal education. Need I 
say that that history means in effect the history of the Innsof Court? It 
is impossible to speak of the Inns of Court without emotion. They are 
unique in the history of the world. ‘They are private, unincorporate 
associations, and, except for such difference as the confirmatory charter 
of James I. may have made in the case of the Temple Inns, they hold 
their property on no express trust, and probably on no enforceable 
implied trust. Yet during their venerable history they have, now with 
greater, now with less zeal, fostered legal education ; and, further, they 
have by their disciplinary authority uniformly upheld a high standard 
of professional conduct. Ifthey had done nothing but this last, the world 
would be largely their debtors. One thing, however, is clear, that again 
and again earnest men in the profession of the law lamented the 
deficiencies of the Inns of Court as legal seminaries. Lord Bacon is loud 
in his lamentation at the absence of what he calls a “ legal university ’’ in 
London, ‘‘ which shall impart legal knowledge and betit men for public 
life.’’ Meanwhile, in the universities, the study of law, except the canon 
law, was neglected. Chroniclers agree that the period from the 16th to 
the 18th century was marked by apathy in the Inus of Court; that legal 
instruction and legal learning were on the whole at a low ebb; and, 
concident with that apathy, and in part probably because of it, arose 
that system of special pleading, the painful records of whose subtleties fill 
many volumes of laborious law reports. In our civil suits this system has 
gone by the board, but its spirit still survives in our criminal procedure. 
n our civil procedure the enemy against which we have now to guard is 
not over-technicality, but redundancy and prolix statement, often of im- 
material matter. 

I pass to the consideration of the present state of } education. The 
action of the other branch of the profession has done something to 
quicken the public conscience, tn 1832 the charter of the Incorporated 
aw Society had been obtained, and the body of solicitors had aimed at 





insuring uate legal education for those who desired to be enrolled as 
solicitors. 1836 a examination has been a condi- 

, but it was not until 1872 that a 
similar rule came into existence for aspirants to the bar. In 1833 some 
of the inns appointed readers or lecturers in law, but the students of Lin- 
coln’s-inn could not attend the lectures at the Temple, a 
students the lectures at Lincoln’s-inn. Tbe House of Commons - 
tee of 1846 arrived at several important conclusions. It resolved that no 
legal education worthy of the name, of a public nature, was then to be had. 
It called attention to the striking contrast in this regard between Eng- 
land and the more civilised States of E and America. The single net 
result of this report was the formation in 1852 of a standing council of 
eight benchers, represen’ all the inns, to frame a scheme of lectures 
open to the members of each of the inns. This council was the 
germ of the Council of Legal Education. Subsequently five readerships were 
instituted—viz., in j nce and Roman law, real property, common 
law, equity, and in constitutional law and legal history. But still there 
was no tee of competent legal learning as a preliminary to call. 
The student had his choice either (1) to pass an examination, or (2) to 
attend for one year two sets of the lectures, or (3) attend for a like period 
in a barrister’s, pleader’s, or conveyancer’s chambers. It was the taunt 
levelled at the bar that, while in other professions and in handicrafts long 
service and special preparation were considered necessary as a guarantee 
of fitness, therc was no such safe in the case of the bar. It was 
said that a man had only to ‘‘ eat his way”’ to the bar, which wasa 
contemptuous mode of condemning the requirement of keeping 
term by dining in hall. I do not join in that condemna- 
tion. I maintain that the requirement is wise and useful, but it 
must not stand alone. Just as much of the advantage of university life 
springs from the association of students in their studies and sports, so the 
meeting in hall, for even the commonplace of dining, has its re 


students in the aggregate. will generally be found to be higher than in the 
average individual. In 1855 a Royal Commission was appointed “‘ to 
inquire into the arrangements of the Inns of Court, for 
study of the law and jurisprudence, the revenues properly applicable, and 
the means most likely to secure systematic and sound education for 
students of law, and to provide satisfactory tests of fitness for admission 
to the bar.”” The character of their inquiry and their report is like that 
of the committee of 1846 already dealt with. It condemns the existing 
state of things, and recommends the formation of the four Inns of Court 
into a legal university, with power of conferring degrees in law, and that 
the necessary funds for carrying out the scheme of education shall be 
provided by the Inns of Court. The movement inaugurated by the late 
Mr. Jevons, of Liverpool, in 1868, taken up by Sir Roundell Palmer, and 
followed by a resolution debated in the House of Commons in 1872, 
ing the necessity for the establishment of a law school, followed 
in turn by Sir Roundell Palmer’s (then Lord Selborne) Bill of 1877 with 
that object which obtained a second reading in the House of Lords 
—all these events passed lightly over the heads of the benchers. 
They had, however, ultimately some definite and important 
According to the existing regulations the curriculum embraces Roman 
law and jurisprudence, international law, constitutional law and legal 
history, and English law (including equity) in all its branches. 
There is a staff of readers and assistant readers, the readers being 
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are 
on throughout the year, except during vacations. There are four exami- 
nations for call to the bar in each year, and each person must pass 
factory examination in Roman law and constitutional law and legal 
history, and in certain heads (as determined by the council) of English 
law, including equity; but the council may accept as an equivalent for 
the examination in Roman law certain university degrees and testamars. 
In the collegiate and university system 
more important place than with us, and the professor of law, who is also 
generally the text-writer and jurist, holds—and ri 
position. In France there are eleven seats of 
joining the law school each student must obtain the degree of Bactelier és 
Lettres. To become qualified as an evecat he must be a licentiate 
law, and this involves an attendance at law lectures for two years or more, 
and the passing during this course of several examinations. In 
the law student requires, as a preliminary to admission as a student, a 
certificate of y in classical and modern literature and in 
mathematics. In general, attendance at the law lectures of uni- 
versity professors is obligatory. In Berlin the curriculum extends 
over some three years, and applies to as many sixteen legal 
subjects, or subjects cognate to law. In a word, these foreign spstems 
shew that the teaching of law on a compreheusive and scientific system 
regarded as a matter that concerns the State. 
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The schools are for the most part in connection with universities, but it is 
to be noted that, although this is so, the majority of students do not, 
in fact, obtain university degrees. The percentage of students who have 
such a degree varies from seventy-six per cent. in the case of Harvard 
atudents to reventeen per cent. in the case of students of the Columbian 
University. 
I now come to the concluding branch of my subject—namely, What are 
ings of our system of legal training, and how can these short- 
be remedied? Can it be safely predicated of our present system 
that the test examinations, urder the improved regulations, supply any 
guarantee of competent knowledge! I have admitted that mastery of the 
subjects in the curriculum would be adequate equipment for the Bar. But 
are the subjects mastered! From inquiry I have made, I have reluctantly 
come to the conclusion that, with all the care taken, the examinations are 
such as can be satisfactorily passed without any prolonged study, and without 
any real learning, under the guidance for a comparatively short period of the 
skilled crammer. Compare our legal system with the elaborate care and 
pay yb the medical and surgical schools. As has recently been well said 
by Sir Edwin Arrold, the labours of educational preparation for these pro- 
fessions grow, by year, harder and harder—and so they ought. To be 
up to the high-water mark of proficiency, a young doctor must to-day be a 
chemist, physiologist, botanist, mechanician, and many things besides. 
leaving the sabject of the existing legal curriculum, I desire to 
mention that students have complained to me that the lectures, 
whether io the lectureroom or in the class-room, are sometimes 
essays merely, and frequently above their heads. They say that when the 
lecturer is speaking of legal documents, examples of the actual things are not put 
before them, and they fail to realise them. They say the classes are not 
sufficiently catechetical, and that when the lecturer has dzlivered himself he 
i and is not available for advice and assistance from day to day 
in moments of doubt and difficulty. It is certain, if these complaints are 
well founded, that they point to serious defects in our methods of instruction. 
On the whole, therefore, is there not reason to think that our system of 
education is not satisfactory, that it is not thorough, thai it does not supply 
any real test of adequate knowledge, that we are in too great a hurry to 
manufacture barristers, and that by this conrse we are neither ree-gnising our 
ilities to the public nor the true interests and dignity of the profes- 
sion of the law! What are the objections to the Council of Legal Education ! 
To begin, it is the creation of the concerted action of the four Inns of Court, 
and, therefore, the dissentient action of any one of them might undo it, 
I admit this is not a probable contingency. Its powers are limited. 
it has not a free hand. Although it has now powers of initiative, that 
initiative may at any moment be checked by any one of the Inns of Court. 
It is composed solely of Benchers of the Inns. This I conceive to be a 
grave defect. It is composed of men of advanced age—of men already 
fully bardened with the weight of professional and judicial work. Why 
should not the zeal and energy of younger men be utilised! Aye, and of 
men outside the profession of the law if they are able to bring useful experi- 
emce with them. Again, why are solicitors and students in that branch of 
the profession excluded! Down to the middle of the sixteenth century all 
members of and students for either branch of o ssion were 
alike and parcel of the Inns of Cour: | hav 
tho solicitors ‘were 
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such a connection being established should that course hereafter appear 
desirable. My proposition is that a Royal Charter should be obtained 
to establish a school of law, to be called, say, ‘‘The Inns of Court 
School of Law.’’ The senate, or governing body, should consist of, say, 
thirty members, ten to be nominated by the Inns of Court, ten bv the Crown, 
one each by the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and Master of the 
Rolls, one each by the four Universities of Oxford, Cambridge, London, and 
Victoria, and three by the Incorporated Law Society. These figures are 
merely suggestions. Personally, | should desire to have some of the governing 
body elected by the free voice of the profession as a whole. It should not 
limit the representatives of the Inns of Court or of the Incorporated Law 
Society to members of their own bodies respectively. Im this way, coupled 
with the nominating power of the Crown and of the Universities, security 
would be had against that narrowness which, in spite of ourselves, 
has a tendency to creep into purely professional associations. I attach 
importance to the Universities being directly represented on the governing 
body, because (amongst other reasons) it would render it easier and with 
safety to determine what degrees and what testamurs might properly be 
accepted in the case of University students and graduates, and it would tend 
towards establishing that connection of legal education with University 
training which, with advantage, largely prevai!s in other countries, but is 
almost wholly wanting in our own. I think such a scheme, well considered 
in detail, ought to receive the sanction of the Inns of Court, and would 
receive the warm support of the profession generally. It continues the name 
of the Inns of Court—as it ought to be continued—in connection with the 
cause of legal education. The new creation would be, in effect, their child. 
On the governing body their voice would be powerful, and to the Inns of 
Court, I need hardly say, we must mainly look for the funds to carry 
eon the work in worthy fashion. The Inns of Court—to their credit, 
be it said—have never shown a spirit of parsimony. On the existing 
system the annual expenditure amounts to some £7,000. If the lectures and 
classes are made attractive, I doubt whether any larger sum, or, at all events, 
any substantially larger sum, would be required to work the scheme which 
I advocate. Never at any time, in any State, has there existed such a con- 
junction of cireumstances as marks London pre-eminently to-day as the seat 
of a great school of law. We are here at the very heart of things, where 
the pulse of dominion beats strongest, with a population larger than that of 
many kingdoms—a great centre of commerce, of art, and of literature, with 
countless libraries, the rich depcsitory of ancient records, and the seat at once 
of the higher judiciary, of Parliament and of the Sovereign. From this point 
is governed the greatest empire the world has known. From our midst go 
forth to the uttermost ends of the earth not merely those who symbolise the 
majesty of power, but, happily with them, those who represent the majesty 
f law—law, without which power is but tyranny. It has been well and 
truly said that there is hardly any system of civilised law which does not 
govern the legal relations of the Queen’s subjects in some ae of the 
empire. In parts of Canada French law, older than the First Empire, 
modified by modern codification, prevails—in other parts, the English 
system; in Australia, English law modified by home legislation in those 
self-governing communities; in parts of Africa, Roman law with Dutch 





| modifications ; in the West Indian colonies, Spanish law modified by local 
rstood how | 
oes were then properly excluded. Some, I understand, advocate | 


esstoms; in India, now the Hindu, now the Mahomedan law, tempered 
by local custom and by local legislation. Surely these facts suggest great 
possibilities and great responsibilities. Is it an idle dream to hope that, even 
in our day and generation, there may here arise a great school o! law worthy 
of our time, worthy of one of the first and noblest of human sciences, to 
which, attracted by the fame of its teaching, students from all parts of the 
world msy flock, and from which shall go forth men to practise, to teach, and 


{ ‘the | toadminister the law with a true and high ideal of the dignity of their 
the two branches. ‘Vith 
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TENANT BY COPY. 


The following paper was read by Mr. Grantruam R. Dovp at the recen 


Liverpool meeting :— 


The word ‘‘copyhold” being so familiar, it is quite possible that its 
singularity may not have occurred to some of us. As Coke observes, ‘* there 


| is no tenant in the law that holdeth by copie, but only this kind of custom- 
| ary tenant, ‘Tenens per copiam rot. eur’; and no man is said to hold by 


copy of a charter or of a fine.” ‘‘ Copy” in Latin he tells us is called copiam, 
although copia undoubtedly signified ‘‘ plenty.” He alsosays we have made 
Latin of the French word copic.1 There is little or no doubt that the origin 
of the tenure, although somewhat difficult to trace, arose from grants of 
lands nade by lords to their villeins.2 It does not appear to have been 
entirely S 












on, Norman, or feudal, but of a r:ixed nature, advanced by the 
Normans on Saxon bondage. Copyholders are termed by Bracton, ‘‘ villanos 
sxkmannoz,” not because they were bond, but as they held by base tenure 
by doing villein services,3 such as ploughing the land of the lord, carrying 
the manure, reaping bis corn, trimming hedges, &c., besides following his 
lord to the wars.4 Estates held by court roll, but not at th? will of the'lord, 
were dectred by Coke and others to be freehold.5 These villeins or tenants 
were enrolled on long rolls, and thus ssid to hold by copie thereof, but they 
could only be at the will of the lord,6 and he could oust them at his 
pleasure. This undoubtedly was a great inconvenience, and in course of 
tome it was legally altered ; it. is irnpossible to say at what datc. But, as we 
know. a te eonot be now ousted if the custom be observed and the 
customary services rendered. A copyhold cannot be created by operation of 
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1 Go. Litt. li., ¢. 9, 8. 73, 
2 Copphdld—Tie «a Absit. of Law,” by Dodd and Gwiilim. 
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law, for it must have a custom to support it ;1 a corporation as such could 
not be admitted astenant. The king could not well be a copyholder, and no 
copyhold could come into the king's hands by the dissolution of the monas- 
teries ;2 a custom that where there is no son or daughter the land should 
descend to the elder sister was held not to entitle by even implication the 
eldest niece.38 Copyhold property descended according to the rules and 
maxims of law, unless in manors where there was a contrary custom of 
great antiquity. Trusts of copyholds are within the Statute of Frauds.4 If 
the lord refused to admit, te could be eompelled by the court to do 80.5 
The word ‘‘ lord,” as Freeman informs us, in its older and fuller Saxon form 
— ‘thlaford’”? — implied the rewards which the lord bestowed upon 
his faithful servants, and is connected with ‘‘ hlaf” (loaf), meaning 
a giver of bread. The man naturally looked for reward for his 
services at the hand of his lord; and for his bread to him who 
proclaimed himself to be the giver. There was no form of reward, as 
he also remarks, so convenient or so honourable as the grant of land 
to the man as the reward for past and the condition of future services upon 
his taking an oath of fealty. The records of many manors greatly favour 
the supposed change of villein tenure into copyhold, shewing the com- 
mutation of base services. The court roll, in fact, contained, in addition to 
the proceedings of the court of the manor, the names of the tenants of the 
manor, and a short description of the property held by each of them. Such 
court rolls might not improperly, it seems, be termed the title-deeds, the 
copies supplied to the tenants being, in fact, merely copies or extracts from 
them. It has, however, been held that the deposit of such copies for an 
advance is equivalent to an equitable deposit of deeds.6 Bracton refers to 
some of freeblood holding Yand in villenage.7 Copyholders have been 
described in various Acts as ‘“‘copiholders,” ‘‘tenants per le verge,’ 
‘tenants per roll solon que volunt le seignoir,”” and ‘‘ customari tenantes.” 
There must still be at least two tenants of the manor, or a court could not be 
held, and consequently the manor would be lost. Copyholds for life arose 
from the custom in some manors by which villeins were only allowed to hold 
the land for life. In some manors the eldest son on the decease of the 
tenant, in other manors all the sons, and in others the youngest son, and 
after them other relations, were permitted to succeed by way of heirship. 
The custom of gavelkind is said to exist in the several manors of Hackney, 
Canonbury, and Highbury, in the County of Middlesex; and borough 
English existed in some manors by which the youngest sun became the 
tenant’s heir, or, if he left no son, the tenant's youngest brother. Fifty 
years’ continuance was requisite to fasten a customary condition upon land as 
against the lord. This was decided by the fall court in the reign of Eliza- 
beth. 8 The statute De donis, after great controversy, it was decided does 
not include entailing of copyholds. Freeman calls attention to the fact that 
Tacitus described another institution in this country besides the political 
community of king, nobles, and popular assembly, namely, that of comitatus, 
being the personal relation between the man and his lord, of faithful service 
on tbe one side and protection on the other. This institution of comitatus 
in the first instance, it is asserted, had nothing to do with the holding of 
land. 9 The custom of granting out land to he held by militery service had 
become common in the later days of Roman power, and such custom fell in 
well with the Teutonic institution of personal service. The union of the two 
in the same person, as Freeman remarks, produced the feudal relationship 
which has had such an important bearing on political and social life down ta 
these times. Such holding was a fief. In England it grew A gradually out 
of or beside an earlier system which it wholly or partially displaced.10 
Fines were afterwards introduced and paid in lien of actual personal 
service. The Normans, according te Sir W. Temple, finding the people 
in a condition of downright servitude, used and employed in most 
servile works, and belonging like cattle to the lord of the soil, 
enfranchised such as feli to their share by admittimg them to fealty in 
respect of the little livings they had been allowed to possess merely as the 
scanty support of their base condition. But this possession as clothed with 
fealty, being advanced io a kind of tenure differing from the ancient servile 
possession, was thenceforth advanced to villenage.11 The word “‘ villein ” 
was first applied to such tenant in the time of William I. It is asserted that 
our municipal privileges, the rights of our yeomanry, and the security of our 
copyholds were from the fourteenth to the eighteenth centuries three of the 
most important guarantees for the liberties of England.12 Williams, in his 
work on real property, speaks of the copyholder having now as good a title 
as a freeholder, and in some respects better, as the transactions relating to 
the conveyance of copyholds are entered on the court rolls of the manor, and 
thus a record is preserved of the title of all of the tenants. Whilst fully 
admitting the advantages of registration, and of always having a place to 
which resort can be had, from which titles could be shewn, if the copies of 
rolls were lost, still there are very serious drawbacks to be found, some of 
which I wil] point out, in possessing or dealing with copyho'd property, 
although money under the control of tne court can, as we know, be actually 
invested upon mortgage of such property. A life tenant may, for instance, 
permit waste and allow houses to get into a most ruinous state, to the great 
prejudice of the remainderman ; and in some vases at least the lord might in 
consequence insist upon the right of forfeiture, whilst the remainderman 
could get no relief either at law or in equity, as a client of mine has, unfor- 
tunately, discovered. It is not necessary tor me to say that it is usual when 
lending upon copyhold property to be satisfied with a covenant in the mort- 
gage deed to surrender, accompanjed by a conditional surrender entered on 
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the court rolls. Williams, as well as Davidson, asserts that this is the usual 
course adopted, the mortgagee being only admitted after default. But quite 
recently I had a case in which, al the conditional surrender was 
entered on the court rolls, and the ‘mortgage in e terms excluded the 
operation of statutory powerl of the mortgagor to demise, he had granted a 
lease without the knowledge of the mortgagee, and houtwit having obtained 
the requisite licence to demise, in consequence of which I was i by 
the steward of the manor that the was liable to forteiture 
to the lord. The mortgagee was helpless er such circumstances, and 
quite at the mercy of the lord. ‘* Manor” is derived from the French manoir 
(domain, abode), referring to the usual residence of the owner upon his land.2 
It consisted of the district or aggregate compass of land granted anciently by 
the kings to their lords or barons, with liberty for them to parcel out the 
to sub-vassals, reserving such duties and services as they thought convenient, 
with power to hold a court or courts having civil, as also in some cases 
criminal jurisdiction. Where greater lords granted out smaller manors, 
the seignory of the superior baron, or lord paramount, was frequently termed 
an honour; but it seems that the terms ‘‘manor” and “‘ honour” have 
been much interchanged. A bishop’s see not infrequently is an honour 
having manors holding of it. A parsonage could also be a manor. The 
rectory of Old and Ne Windsor is stated to be one, also the rectory of 
Yardley Hastings, in Northamptonshire.4 Honours or manors undoubtedly 
existed in Saxon times ; in fact there are some in the New Forest that existed 
before the Conquest. New manors cannot be now created, and honours 
could only be created by the sovereign with the assistance of Parliament. 
The copyholders of the old manor of Old Paris Garden, situate near Black- 
friars Bridge, on the southern side of the Thames, are also entitled to the 
freehold of the manor, which is held in trust for them, and the fines and fees 
are divided amongst them yearly.5 Previously to the Wills Act6 c»pyhold 
property passed under wills, like personalty which had not been witmessed. 
A singular and amusing case wa3 brought to my notice by an old member of 
our society—namely: A young man wrote a loving letter toa girl of his 
acquaintance, by which he gave to her al! his copyhold property shortly 
therein described. Upon his decease the young woman took the letter to the 
steward of the manor, when he at once expressed himself satisfied with her 
title under it, aud admitted her to the property, although it was claimed by 
near relations of the decease. (I have an exact copy of the admission in my 
possession.) The lord of the manor of Halifax had, like the baron of Brad- 
wardine, a criminal jurisdiction, and a person found and taken in the manor 
with goods upon him which had been stolen, of the value of 134d., after 
trial, and being expose on two or three market days, was executed by a 
kind of guillotine which had been in use in that manor for some hundreds of 
years. 

“ At Halifax the Law so sharpe doth deale, 

That whoso more than thi pence doth steale, 

Thay Nase 0 Syn Rab yeaisene quae and was 

8 thieves all headless into heaven or hell.”’7 
We all know something of the ancient custom relating to the flitch of bacon 
in the manor of Dunmow, although it may be difficult to trace its origin. It 
is alluded to in “The Vision of Piers Plowman,” written about 1362. 
Chaucer also refers to it.8 A somewhat similar custom formerly existed at 
Whichnor, Staffordshire. John of Gaunt, who the Honour of 
Tutbury, is credited with having originated it. As to ‘‘freebench” the 
extent of the interest of the widow in the copyhold pro of her deceased 
husband varies. In some instances she is entitled to a third, in other cases a 
half, and in others the whole of the income for life, or in many manors so 
long as the widow remained chaste. In the manors of Torr, in Devonshire, 
and East and West Embwar, Berkshire, if the widow should be incontinent she 
forfeited her estate ; notwithstanding which, if she would come into the 
court of the manor riding backwards on a blacx ram, holding his tail, and 
reciting some curious doggerel lines, she was permitted by the custom of 
the manor to have her freebench restored.9 The claim to freebench 
is not, however, admitted in all manors. It is by some denied 
that the lord ever possessed in this country the right he exercised 
in Normandy of concubinage with the brides of his tenants. Such right 
is particularly alladed to in Joknson's play of the ‘Country Lasses,” or 
the ‘‘ Custom of the Manor,” performed more than a century ago at Covent 
Garden Theatre.10 The ianship of infants, according to the cestom of 
some manors, belonged to the lord, and a fine was payable for permission to 
the tenant to dispose of his daughter in marriage, Bm on the marriage of his 
sons ; even to send a boy to school, in some cases, the licence of the lord was 
requisite. The personal deformity of a claimaint te customary 
that is to say, if he should be a leper, and so deformed as the sight of 
was insupportable—was formerly a valid objection te his admission 
inheritance.11 This would not apply to acase of inheritance alread 
but only to one not in possession.I2 Formerly an admission 
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had ata court, but by the 4 & 5 Vict. c. 35, it was enacted that the courts 
should be good without the presence of anyone. Provision is alse made in 


the same Act for the admission of infants and married women on payment of 
the fines payable by them, . Notwithstandiag the numeroas Eafranchisement 
Acts, there remains much land, as we all know, unfranchised. ‘* Heriets.”” 
—In many macors the amount required is but trifling; in others it is mech 
higher, and, as we know, a racehorse or its value can be insisted on by the 
lord. A law lecturer I well remember mentioning that when consalted as 
to preparing the will of a man ta extremes, who way possessed of some vala- 
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able racehorses, he advised that a kind of partnership should be entered into 
with the son, giving him an extremely small share or ownersh'p in each 
horse, so that the testator would not in such case die d of a single 
horse. I may here mention a curious incident that occurred in my practice. 
Severals years ago, having sold a small copyhold property, the purchaser 
objected to pay the amount demanded for fines and fees, which he considered 
t» be excessive in proportion to the value of the house. Although I warned 
him of the consequences of his not being admitted, he positively refused to 
pay the amount necessary for such purpose. Some years afterwards he called 
aud informed me that he had agreed to resell this property, when I reminded 
him of what I had before told him, and that he cou'd not make a title until 
he had been admitted. He then instructed me to make inquiry for the man, 
whose name still appeared on the court rolls, but J found it impossible to 
trace him. I then advertised for him by name in the Times, but without 
result ; several months afterwards, however, some one called in answer to my 
advertisement, who turned out to be the son and heir of the man I required. 
After explaining what was wanted, I offered him five pounds for his trouble 
in making the surrender, which he gladly accepted, thus evab'ing us to 
carry out the sale. In answer t» my inquiry why he called so long after the 
appearance of my advertisement, he explained that he had on the previous 
Saturday night bought some pork which was wrapped up in an old news- 
paper, and upon casually looking at it he had to his surprise seen the adver- 
tisement. Having now shortly endeavoured to trace the origin of this tenure 
and shewn its antiquity, also pointed out some of the advantages as well as 
the drawbacks, [ may possibly be asked whether I am in favour of its con- 
tinuance, and 1 think, subject to certain alterations and improvements, I 
may say that I am, at least as to property held at fines certain. Heriots 1 
am of opinion should be abolished, also forfeiture of waste, &c. ; the copyholder 
should have more freedom of action; the lord should no longer bave any 
right of the timber or minerals, and the amount now frequently paid for 
fines and fees should be reduced. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

The death is announced of Sir Henry J. B. Burrorp-Hancock, Vice- 
Chancellor and Chief Justice of Jamaica. He was called to the barin 1866, 
and was appointed District Judge of Jamaica in 1876, Chief Justice and 
Judge of Vice-Admiralty of the Leeward Islands in 1879, and Chief 
Justice and Judge of Vice-Admiralty of Gibraltar in 1882. In January of 
the present year he was appointed Chief Justice of Jamaica. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Lord Macwacuten has been appointed Chairman of the Council of Legal 
Education 


_ Mr. Asugn, M.P., has been elected Dean of the Faculty of Advocates 
in Edinburgh, in succession to Sir Charles Pearson, M.P. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


To Sonscrrors and others.—Will any person who prepared a Will for 
Gerorcs Arkixs Rewxpatt, late of 63, Old Broad-street, London, and of 
Egham, Surrey, Gentleman, deceased, or any cousin of George Atkins 
Rendall, kindly communicate with Hind and Robinson, 8, Stone- 
buildings, Lincoln’s-inn ; or with Lock and Reed, Solicitors, Dorchester ? 


GENERAL. 


A correspondent of the Times, writing on the office of high sheriff, 
says :——‘* There is a story of a sheriff who, mecting the Judges at the railway 
station in his dog-cart, told one to get up in front and the other behind. 
It would be hardly surprising if under such circumstances the Judges became 
a trifle uncivil.” 

The Lord Chief Justice presided over a meeting of the Queen’s Bench 
Division on Thursday of Jast week, when nearly all the Judges were in 
attendance. Among the business transacted was the selection of the election 
petition Judges for the next twelve months, the appointment of Judges for 
the winter circuits, and the settling of the rota of Judges. 

The Daily News says that no dates have yet been fixed by the Judges for 
the hearing of the pending Parliamentary election petitions. It is expected 
that the hearing of these petitions will be commenced about the latter part of 
November, and that only one court will then be constituted, consisting prob- 
ably of Pollock, B., and Brace, J. Some of the cases will most likely have 
to stand over until the next sittings in January. ° 


At the Dorchester Assizes on Wednesday Mr. Justice Wills remarked that 
the sentences by the Dorset Court of Quarter Sessions upon one of the 
prisoners were “ etly awful.” and quite beyond anything that had ever 
previously come re him. The prisoner had never been convicted of any- 
thing more than smal] thefts, or of stealing anything worth more than five 
shillings, without violence of any kind, yet the Dorset Sessions had passed in 
all upon him sentences amounting to thirty-five years’ penal servitude. 

It is proposed to present a testimonial to Colonel Cecil Russell in recognition, 
| members of the Bar, of his Jong connection with the Inns of Court Kifle 

Olunteers. Colonel Russell joined the corps on its formation in 1859, and 
he held the command from April, 1884, until his resignation in June last. 


Among members of the committee formed im furtherance of this object are 
Lord Justice Kay, Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice Grantham, Mr. Justic: 
Romer, Sir Edward Clarke, M.P., Sir Robert Reid, M.P., Sir Frank 
Lockwood, M.P., and most of the leading Chancery Queen's Counsel. Th- 
Attorney-General is chairman of the committee. 


The Attorney-General, in distributing the prizes gained by the students of 
the Metropolitan School of Shorthand during the past year, said that the late 
Solicitor-General, Sir Edward Clarke, and his present colleague, Sir Robert 
Fiolay, found that the knowledge of shorthand which they possessed gave 
them great assistance in the conduct of their cases, and he greatly regrette1 
that in his youth the importance of acquiring such a knowledge had not been 
impressed upon him with such force as to induce him to learn and practise 
the art. The service which shorthand was the means of rendering to the 
whole legal procedure of the country could not be over-rated. 


The writer of an article on ‘‘My London Seasons” in the November 
number of Zemple Bar gives the following picture of Sir Alexander Cockburn: 
‘* At dinner I sat next to Lord Chief Justice Cockburn —a little man witha 
reddish face and very red hair, and who involuntarily made one think of a 
very sharp pair of scissors; he went on clipping, clipping, in a quick and 
brilliant way, and his conversation had the flavour of an unripe orange— 
no quantity of sugar could prevent the acidness from making itself felt trom 
time to time. He had the reputation of being very witty, and also verv 
susceptible to the influence of the softer sex; certainly his little wizened, 
vivacious face had nothing ascetic about it, and in private life he entirely 
failed to evoke in beholders the vision of wig and ermine. I have no doibt 
he could look very fierce, 1 think not majestic.” 


Lord Macnaghten was on Wednesday presented with tie honorary freedom 
of the borough of Portsmouth, in recognition of his services as honorary 
arbitrator in winding up the affairs of the Portsea Island Building Society. 
The Mayor, in presenting Lord Macnaghten with a copy of the resolution 
conveving the freedom, enclosed in a casket of handsome design, said that 
since the failure of the society in December, 1891, with liabilities exceeding 
£800,000, and assets £435,000, Lord Macnaghten had undertaken the arbi- 
tration on the one condition that he was not to receive any fee for what he 
did. The result had been that one dividend of 2s. and three of 1s. had been 
paid, while another one was dre in December. Lord Macnaghten, in 
returning thanks, said there was not one of his colleagues who would not 
have done as much as he had been able to do, and probably more, for the 
sufferers by the failure of the society. 


The Zimes says that the United States Consul-General at Barcelona, in a 
recent report, mentions the acquisition by a public institution there ot seven 
old bills of exchange, all made payable in Barcelona. The most ancient is 
dated at Mallorca (Palma) iu 1392, and is thought to be the oldest bill of 
exchange now in existence. A translation of it reads as follows :— 
‘* Sir,—In conformity with this first letter, you will pay within the next two 
months, counting from the date of this, to the woman Sibila, wife of the 
deceased Mr, Jaime Castello, xvii. libras x. sueldos (about 353.) of Barcelona 
money, which obtain from the rent of the University of Mallorca on the 
11th December, the payment of which you will require in due time without 
fail. Dated at Mallorca, the 26th day of October, year 1392.—Guillem de 
Muntru, Administrator of the Mint.” It bears the following endorsement: 
“To the Honourable Senor and my Confrére Lorenzo Luques, Exchange 
Merchant of Barcelona.” 








Tenders for the £250,000 3 per cent. Loans issued by the Tyne Improve- 
ment Commissioneers have been received. The amount was over-applied 
for, and the maximum price offered was £103 per cent. No tender at par 
has been accepted. Letters of regret and allotment were posted on 
the 24th ult. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Regisrzars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 






Date Appear, Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Currry. Noara. 
Monday, Nov. ........-:000000 4 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes 
BEET = sesccaxccsivene . 5 Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Wednesday . 6 Pugh Leach Clowes 
Thursday ...... oe Beal Godfrey Jackson 
OS a erece s Pugh ac Clowes 
EI 9 Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STiRuina. Kexewicu. Romer. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer . Mr. Pemberton 
Carrington Kolt War 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pembertean 
Carrington Rolt Ward 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION, 
Crown Papen. 

For Judgment. 








Suffolk, Lowestoft The Hull Rope Work (old v Adams county court 
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dest’ app (cav May 22 and July 25, cor jus Grantham & Wright, 


j) 
Lincolnshire, Parts of Lindsey Buckler v Wilson te’s case (ca Vv 
Aug 1, cor L CJ of England, Pollock, B, and Wright, J) 


For Argument. 
London Dobell & Co v Surrey Commercial Dock Co Mayor's Court 
Defts’ app ; 
Middlesex. Clerkenwell’ Crichton v West and ors county court defts’ 


ap 
Nottinghamshire, Nottingham Fisher v Brailsford county court deft’s 


- ap 
Met Pol Dist Moore v Pearce’s Dining, &c, Rooms magistrate’s case 
Middlesex, Clerkenwell Crichton v West & ors Waterman’s app) county 


court 

London Hecksher & Son v Smith & Son county court pltfs’ app 

Surrey, Southwark Cook v Courtney & anr county court plfts app 

Glamorganshire, Bridgend Davies & anr v Maddocks county court 
deft’s app 

Met Pol Dist Bischup v Toler magistrate’s case 

Same Toler v Bischop mazgistrate’s case 

Same Same vSame magistrate’s case 

Same Tanner v Oldman magistrate’s case 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Grove v Follows and anor (Blackam, clmt) 
county court clmt’s app 

Norfolk In re Local Government Act, 1894 Marshland, &c Fen 
District Commrs v Marshland Rural District Council questions under 
section 20 of the Local Government Act, 1894 

Somersetshire, Bridgwater Webber v Warry county court dft’s 


appeal 

Anglesey The Queen v Hvans and ors, Jj and Parry (expte Hughes) nisi 
to hear bastardy sums 

Shropshire, Oswestry Ellesmere Brewery Co v Cooper and ors county 
court plts’ app 

Surrey, Lambeth Price v South Met Gas Co county court dft’s 


— 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Ashby v British Pianoforte Co county court 
dft’s app 

eats, Pontypridd Symonds and orsv Evans county court 
plt’s app 

Surrey, Southwark Gray & Sons v Powell & anr county court dft’s 


appea 

=— Bloomsbury Hovenden & SonsvFresson county court deft’s 
app 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Hilkin v Bichardson county court deft’s appl 

— — & ors v Walton’s Mosaic Linoleum Co county court 

eft’s app 

Same Bakery London & India Docks Committee (Serena & Co, 3rd par- 
ties) Mayor’s court pltf’s appl 

Met Pol Dist White v Fulham Vestry magistrate’s case 

London White v Fobbe (Capital & Counties Bnkg Co, garnishees) county 
court deft’s appl 

a Wolverhampton Brotherton v Tittensor county court 

eft’s app 

Devonshire The Queen v Jennings & anr, Jj and Superintendent of 
Police, East Stonehouse (expte Symons) Nisi for certiorari for order 

Same The Queen v Mayor, &c, of Plymouth (expte Windeatt) Nisi for 
mandamus to pay money to the Devon Sea Fisheries Committee 

Surrey, Wandsworth West v Herbert county court dft’s app 

Same Skepelhorn v Newman county court pltff’s app 

Same Denning v Valles (Bianchi, clmt) county court clmt’s app 

Cheshire, Macclesfield Simpson v Earlam county court dft’s app 

Met Pol Dist Fulham Vestry v Solomon magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Brompton Caulfield v Trollope & Sons county court dfts’ 


ap 

oe Young v Keeling & anr county court dfts’ app 

Hampshire, Portsmouth Warren v Clark county court pltff's ap 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Horace Smith, Esq, Met Pol mag & anr Leapte 
Mernagh) Nisi to hear, &c informations 

Wiltshire, Malmesbury Tombs v Hugginson county court pltfi’s app 

London Middlemiss v Perryman county court deft’s a) 

Middlesex, Brompton Weldon v Faithfull county court pltfs app 

Middlesex, Marylebone Gaffin & Co v Lazarus county court deft’s 
app 

Der ey Yates v Higgins & ors Magistrate's case 

Met Pol Dis London County Council v Pryor magistrate’s case 

Same Fortune v Hanson magistrate’s case 

Lancashire, Manchester Walker v McConnell & Co county court defts’ 


a 

Sheffield Hides v Littlejohn magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Cocker v Cooper county court deft’s app 

London Stannard vy C Read & Co county court plit’s a 

Middlesex, Westminster W N White & Co v The don & South 

. Western Ry Co . county court pits’ app 

Lancashire, Bolton Birchall & ors v Bullough county court dft’s ap 

peor ge Carlisle Atkinsonvy The Mayor, &c, of Carlisle coun 
co t’s app 

Gloucestershire, Bristol Haynes v Baker county court dft’s app 

Yorkshire, Leeds Dodd (suing, &c) v Taylor Bros & Co county court 


dfts’ app 
Liverpool The Queen v Stewart, Sti Mag & Paterson (ex pte Burnham) 
to hear information it (on pte 


N 
Met Pol Dist Cook v White magistrate’s case 
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Same Heath & anr v Hutt : 3 


Somersetshire, Bridgwater The tueen ¥ H H Judge Beresford & Churchill 
v 

(ex pte Robinson) Nisi to hear : 

Lancashire The v Rothwell & anr Nisi for new trial and to 
admit to bail at instance of dfts 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v J Vaughan, Esq, Pol Mag & Savoy Hotel 
(expte London County Council) Nisi to state case 

Same The Queen v J Shiel, Esq, Met Pol Mag & Brotchie (expte Brotchie) 
Nisi to hear summons . 

Leicestershire The Queen v Barrow on Soar Parish Council (expte H.M. 

of State) Nisi for mandamus to divide burial 

Lancashire The Queen v Court of Record for the Hundred of Salford 
and Bellamy (expte Jones & Co) Nisi for prohibition 

Middlesex, Brentford Wauthier v Sheridan county court deft’s app 

London Donne (trading, &c) v Donaldson Mayor’s Court plt’s 

Gloucestershire, Bristol In re Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and Tre 
Bristol & Ilfracombe Pleasure Steamers county court liquidator’s app 

Lancashire, Lancester Denny v Crook & anr county court deft 


Bennett’s app 
Mossley Hewitt v Taylor istrate’s case 
ttrick vy Perryman & anr county court 


Middlesex, Westminster M 
defendants’ ap 

Yorkshire, Todmorden Escritt & ors v Todmorden Industrial and Co- 
operative Soc county court Defendants’ a 

Lancashire, Salford Harrison v The Mayor, &c, of Salford county court 
Defendants’ ap 

Suffolk, Lowestoft Girling v Ewles county court Defendant’s appeal 

Met Pol Dist Hanks v Bridgman Magistrate’s case 

Saffron Walden Woodley v Simmonds ’s case 
Merionethshire, Dolgelly Jones v Barmouth Local Board county court 
Defendants’ appeal 

Westmoreland, Kirby Lonsdale Richardson v London and North-Western _ 
Ry Co county court Defendants’ appeal 

Merioncthshire, Dolgelly Williams v Aerated Beverage Co county 
court deft’s appl 

Cornwall Craig v Collins magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, Huddersfield Wood v Haigh county court pltf’s appl 

Yorkshire, Huddersfield The Yorkshire Assets Co v Hobson & Sons county 
court deft’s appl 

Lancashire Pearson v The Mills Co magistrate’s case 

a Pwlhelli Jones v Evans (Davies, clmt) county court 

t’s app 

Yorkshire, Skipton Clegg, Parkinson & Co v The Earby & Thornton Gas 
& Lighting Co county court pltf’s appl 

— enshire, Llandoven Williams vy Williams county court deft’s 
app: 


nee. Redruth Noel v The Redruth Foundry Co county court 
"s app 

Norfolk, Kings Lynn Rose v Gi county court dft’s app 

Met Pol Dist St Leonard, S itch, Vestry v Phelan 


case 
_| Cheshire, Hyde Stevenson v Goodfellow county court dft’s 


Middlesex, Shoreditch Diamond v Eickoff Bros (Eickoff, clmt) county 
court plt’s app 

Met Pol Dist Gurnett v Plumstead Overseers magistrate’s case 

Staffordshire Colclough v Knight magistrate’s case 


Cumplen 
London The Queen v Justices of County of London, Shiel, Esq, 
Mag, & St Saviour’s, Southwark, of Works (expte Saunders 
nisi for prohibition 
Revenve Parser. 
For i 


Causes by English information. 
Attorney-Gen v The Verderers of the New Forest and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Newcomen (since dec) and ors part heard 


Petition. 
In re Duty on the Estate of the late Sir Thomas Gresham heard 
In re a Settlement, &c. and the Interest ld (under 
Sec. 10 of Finance Act 1894) 


Cases stated as to Income Tax and Stamp Duty. 
Smith (Surveyor of Taxes), applt, and The Tonic Sol-fa College, 
The Committee of London Clearing Bankers (applts) and the 

of Inland Revenue (resps) 

The Norwich Union Fire Insurance Co, applits, and Magee (Surveyor of 


The Oliften Pollege a and Tompson (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Huntington, applt, and Commissioners of Inland Revenue och 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Famay, Oct. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
CLunrep m Cuaxcsar. 
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London Gazetie.—Tuzspar, Oct. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Losrrep m CHANCERY. 

Ware.sy’s Parexts, Loorsp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their 
Ramco and addremes, and particulars of ther debts or claims, to Thomas Ashbury, 
Queen’s chmbrs, 5, Market st, Manchester. Gartside, , solor to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Grear Vicrosta Farxpty Sick axp Buaiat Soctzty, Cocoa Rooms, 35, London rd, 

Liverpool. Oct 22 








Wakrnstne To mrexpinc Hovsz Purcuasgers anp Lassees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Farpar, Oct. 25. 
Baz, Cuantes, Scamblesby, Lincoln, Farmer Nov 23 Bell & Ingoldby, Louth 
Bauaccessver, Rev Jonxs Marrasw, Upper Norwood Nov 30 Few & Co, Surrey st, 
Brews, Tzomas Witi1ax Russet, Licensed Victualler, Pimlico Novy 21 Draper. Vincent 
Beutzs. Jons, Croydon, Gent Dec6 Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeant’s inn 
Exuuzeros, Wiiu1au, Hampton Wick Novili Marsh, Kingston on Thames 
Cuanx, Augtza, Weymouth Deci4 Venn & Woodcock, New inn, Strand 
Coorzz, Hazzrer, Battersea Deceit Box, Gt James st, Bedford row 


Cg Se toe, Se rd, North Kensington Dec 2 Welman & Son, West- 
bourne g ove, 
miidase. Wanats Cason, Onoda Dee? Joliffe & Joliffe, Chester 


Drxos, Jous, Whitehaven Novii Thompson, Whitehaven 
Erez, Bexsauis, Bramham grins, South Kensington Dec 1 Jacques & Co, Ely- 


place, E C 
Feustmoves, Joux, Farmer, Derby Dec? Holland & Rigby, Ashborne 


Pasenas, Jamzs, Commercial ri, Old Kent rid Nov 2 Thomsons & Cv, Cornhill 
Faovesam, Mazr Axx, Avenue Hoche, Paris Dec1 Dolling Smith, Wool Exchange 
Gazses, Mazz Locisz, Piymouth Dec? Croft, Plymouth 
Gaomwrr, Joms Epuvsn, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Leather Cutter Jackson, Wisbech 
Gacsor, Mecuazt Jacxsos, 'Bitteswell, Leicester, Gent Nov4 J & B H C Fox, 
Hasen, James, Milmrow, Rochdale Dec 9 Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Se Selater st, Bethnal Green, Steam Wood Turner Nov 2 
Hocupes, Jous, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Gent Nov) F & E H Jackson, Wisbech 
Meveotasrosz, Frascis, Normanby, ur Pickering, York, Yeoman Dec 7 Ridge, 
Iveman, Sawvex Hazver, Domeaster, Farmer December? Brown & Co, Wakefield 
Joer, Masry Acie, High Bentham, York Nov 3) Thompson, Lancaster 
Keer, Bexiams, Wakefield, Surgeon Deci Williams & Plews, Wakefield 
Kusr, Geoucs, Malabar st, Millwall Novs Banes, Mark lanc, EC 
Ass, Heaton Norris, Lancs Deel Ferns & Co, Stockport 
fogees Raa, Coste, Yas, Farmer Nov & Maughan, Middicham, R 8 0’ 
Moseas, Eczzapers, Tocbridge, Kent Novr% Harris, Tonbridge 
Paurrus, Jous, Beveriey, York, Gent Dec 4 Engiand & Son, Goole 


| 





Ruopes, Miss Canottxe, Wargrave, Berks Nov 30 Young & Co, St Mildred’s court, 


Srmonps, a Walsokes, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer Nov 30 Jackson, Wisbech 

Simpson, Georce Avausrus, Bath, Esq Dec9 Simmons & Co, Bath 

Seaxcer, Hon Rev Cuaauzs Feepericx Ocravius, Sutton Vicarage, Cambridge Dec 23 
& Whately, Lincoln’s 

mee LEN, Birchencliffe, Huddersfield Nov 30 Wilmshurst & Stones, Hudders- 

Ticxngr, Gores, Broughton Lodge, Putney, Esq Dec 1 Tickner, Gray’s inn sq 

Vorszy, Lewis, Warrington, Chartered Accountant Decl4 Jeans & Son, Warrington 


Watxer, Wit114m, Bramley, Leeds, Cab Proprietor Dec9 Booth & Co, Leeds 
Watrers, Joux, Newport, Mon, Rates Collector Dec 12 Le Brasseur & Bowen, New- 


Warsox, Ruts, Wednesbury, Staffs Nov 20 Jones, Wednesbury 

Waarety, Aytowza, Bisley, Glos Dec1 Witchell & Sons, Stroud 

Witiiams, Carnertve, Liverpool Dec 19 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

Wirtrams, Jaues Wurrsry, Bromyard, Hereford, Grocer Decl Matthews & Co, Wor- 


cester 
———— Exey, Ebury st, Pimlico Nov 30 Whitakers & Woolbert, Lincoln’s-inn- 
es Georges, Warkworth, Innkeeper Decl Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle upon 
yne 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, Oct. 29. 
Anxcu, Arnruus, Lambeth, Carpenter Nov 25 Baylis & Pearce, Church ct, Old Jewry 
Brewster, Mary Any, Redditch Novié Browning, Redditch 
Davipsoy, Micure Forses, St Leonard’s on Sea Nov 21 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 
Doveras, a Heater, Titchfield, nr Fareham, Hants Nov 30 Blackmore & Co, 


Drsr, Witu14m, Halifax, Chemist Dec2 Wavell & Co, Halifax 

Espace, Water, John st rd, Clerkenwell Decil Crump & Son, Philpot lane 

Farner, Sanan, Vauxhall, nr Newport, Salop Novié Lea & Burke, Newport 
Gooprum, Rosgert, Trowse Newton, Norfolk, Farm Bailiff Nov 30 Goodchild, Norwich 
Geeex, E:tex, Mount Bromsgrove, Worcester Nov 30 Mi'ward & Co, Birmingham 
Hass, Eowrs, Liverpool, Draper Nov 30 Barnes, Liverpool 

Hu, on mg villas, Bayswater, Trimming Manufacturer Dec 10 Tylee 
Hows, Arrsor Juuius, Southport, Gent Dec6é Brighouse & Co, Southport 

Jouystox, ALExanper, Liverpool, Rigger Nov 30 Barnes, Liverpool 

Jouxsox, Axx, Stoke Newington Decl Lawson & Cook, Gt James st 

Livett, Euiry Hasyau, Hampstead Dec7 Livett, Plowden bldgs, E.C. 

Mapgver, Carouixg Emity, Solihull, Warwick Nov19 Sydney & Co, Birmingham 
Manrspes, E:tex Masry, Brighton Dec1 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Meapows, E:izasgrs, Liverpool Dec2 Thomas, St Helens 

Moorueap, Catuenure, Clifton, Bristel Nov 26 Reynolds Fox, Plymouth 

Com, Sen, Stee under Lyne, Licensed Victualler Dec 1 Clayton & Son, Ashton 


yne 
Parurps, Cuarces Parmer, Aldenham, Hertfi Barrister at Law Nov 30 Lo 
Tee Tenate " ord, Esq, ‘ov we 


Ricuagpsos, Masrua, Bootham, York Dec5 Bannister Dent, York 

Rosrssox, Cuantes Backnovse, Ellesmere, Salop, Esq Nov 30 Garnett & Co, Liver- 

Port, Axx Mary, Hull Novi4 Jackson & Co, Hull 

Rowas, Witu1am Nivey, Ayrshire, Scotland Nov 29 Pritchard & Co, Painters’ Hall, 
Little Trinity lane 

Saysun, Stepney, Staffs,Gent Nov 23 Pointon, Birmingham 

Spoor, Jous Brapizy, Maxey, Northampton Nov 30 Sharpe & Wade, Market 

Scrazecasp, Rosert Lzeisx, Copthall avenue, E C Stockbroker Nov 29 Newsam & 
Petman, Cannon st 

Sree, Janz, Manningtree, Essex Nov 23 Synnot, Manningtree 

Srxzs, Davip, Bury, Lancs, Braid Manufacturer Dec7 Bruce Wallis, Bury 

Tarwoz, Joux, Bury, Lanes, Leather Dealer Nov 30 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Tuousos, Rev Gzoncz, Liverpool, Presbyterian Minister Nov 30 Batesons & Co, 

Tuory.er, Bury, Lancs, Paper Mill Manager Nov 30 Butcher & Barlow, 

Waxetrizio, Taouas, Liverpool, Milk Dealer Dec9 Banks & Co, Livervool 

Wessrzz, Taouas, Worksop, Notts, Bank Manager Nov 24 Bescoby, East Retford 

Warrraxzz, Hewsy, Derby, Wheatcroft,Crich Nov 30 Moody & Woolley, Derby 

Warrracer, Mitiicest Mazr, Derby, Wheatcroft, Crich Nov 30 Moody & Woolley 


Witxissox, Taouas, Southport, Coursing Slipper Nov 20 Yates, Southport 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasstie —Fart, Oct. B. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Oct 22 Ord Oct 


Cavur, Soruta Martiipa, 
tualler Walsall 


Dasier, Feepesica, 
Ot 


Cass, Ja B q a i j i 
aon, lous Bess amis Lsverpot Dairyman Liverpool | Maneave, srassen, 3 ¥ 


Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 2 


‘orks, Commission Agent 
19 Ord Oct 19 


Cawoe.t, Witt 4m, Laton, Beds, Stonemason Luton Pet | Hewasrsox, Witt1am Huppestoxe, Barrow in Furness 
Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 Grocer in Furness Pet 


Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Licensed Vic- | Horz, Perzr Lzoroup Stock port 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Leicester Pet Oct4 Ord | Leaxez, Wiuttam Howaanp, Bighosten, Restaurateur 

Birmingham Pet Oct 22 Ord 22 











: : 

Meweastic on Tyne ge Set 

Bacass, Levi, Aamtey, Lovts, Taller lets PA Ota 

Peeseescx Witten, Tunstall, Stafls, Butcher 
lay Pas 2 Ord Ot 21 : 

Cm Pe baz Ord Ot Zi High 

“i Beisteh Pet Ort Ond Oct Zi nag 

Banaes, Bacoce Maver, Cantill, Goocsr Cartil Pt Oct 

Hever 
bene Ps Be ada er ites 


Bescoes, Atreze Jonr, Berwick upon 
ee 


ee ee on eee es 

















21 
Dar, Leozazp, Southampton, Trainer of Racehorses 
Southampton Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
a Blackburn 


June. 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Furrros, Taouss 


(4 
or Gay iis, Gennes, Milliner Swansea Pet Oct 22 


Fvesiss, Witrezn, Sheffield, Wholesale Butcher Sheflicld 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


Caasces, Liengenay, Broconchice 
Pateté OriOct a 





Hatuw a 
Pa Od 2 oe a 
wes ty Pd Oa Ord Od Mine, Geeme 


Laweance, Geonos, Wi Harness Furniture Manu- 
Ma coimson, mpg Ht Guildford 
; a Pet Bept 9 Ord Oct #2 al . 
Mansa Revsex ‘armouth, Fruitere: 
mouth Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 ; 2 
Mazpwa ALTE! Dorsetshire, Leather cutter 
Dorchester Pet Oot 1 Ord Oct 21 
Neat, r“¥q co  eaee Victualler Brighton 
O’ Bates, Joux Witusuvner, End: rd, Brixton Hill, 
Court Pet Oct Ord Oct 21 
Resaoes, aes, Bromley, Kent Croydon Pet Oct 21 
Rosixsox, Joux Haurens, Durbam, Lead Mine Owner 
Sazpens, F¥, ace Bet Out 29 | Ord Oot 29 Grocer 
Newport and Iiyde Pet Oct 21 Ord Oot a9” 


-— 
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Sanvrorp, bey wy” Lowestoft, 
mouth Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
uae, Homey, Shrewsbury, Hosier Shrewsbury Pet Oct 
1 


21 
Surra, Wairmore, Walsall, Fish Salesman Walsall Pet 
Oct 7 Ord Oct 18 


Srapppon, Apy Maups, Kingswood, Bristol, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 22 
—a Jouyx -} Leeds, Bookseller Leeds Pet 


TownsenD, Faeperick *Campatn, on Humber, 
T Wi J Nowe ae 2a Ord Oot Stafford 
URNER, WILLIAM Joay, rt, ‘armer 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 23 ‘ 


—— ye Scarborough, Butcher Scarborough Pet 
Ord Oct 23 


Wapiti Frep, Louth, Lincs, Journeyman Baker Gt 
Grimsby Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Waricar, Artuur Epwarp, path, Cardiff, Tool Dealer 
Cardiff Pet Oct 22 Ord O 


The as = amended notice is ER for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of Aug. 6: — 
Hituter, Eowis, Meyrick rd, Clapham Junction, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet July9 Ord Augi 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of the 11th October : 


Crasrrzez, Cuantes ‘Eowix, Fallowfield, Manchester 
Cotton Waste Merchant Manchester Pet Sept 23 Ord 


Amended Notices substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Oct 15. 
Bouttser, Ricuarp Josep Peaes, age ye Licensed 
Victualler Banbury Pet ~ = 28 OrdOct 9 
Rosixson, Esxeu., Manchester, Bristle Merchan t 
chester Pet Sept 19 Ord Oct 11 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the Lon- 
don Gazette of Oct. 18 :— 


Worsinetoyx, Sampson, Redditch, Farmer Birmingham 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ayprews, Rosert, Gt yor pene Noviatil Off 
Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grims' 

Baryarp, Wiu.1am, Gt Portland “4 Cheesemonger Novi 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, st 

—_ a. Northallerton, Yor Farmer Nov ll at 

Court hi Northallerton 

Sema, ALFzEeD, port, Grocer Nov6at3 Off Rec, 

Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Boypgen, Heyry, port, Grocer Nov 6 at 3.30 Off 

Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

BrouauTon, Freperick GRANTHAM, Elmer’s End, Becken- 
ham, 's Agent Nor aes 1230" 24, Rail- 
way app, London 


Bri 

Browse, a Portsmouth, Captain Nov 1 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bi Carey st 

Bryett, James ENRY, "Romford rd, Forest Gate, 
Builder Nov 1 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey 


Cuesxey, Wittiam Murr, York, Grocer Nov 4 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Crasrres, Cuartes Epwis, Fallowfield, Manchester, 
Cotton Waste Merchant Novi at3 Ogden ~ chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 


Crasxe, James, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Nov 1 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Davies, Gairrirs, Lianelly, Builder Nov 6 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, 11, Quay st, ——— 

Dickre, ALFRED Hexzsert, Clapham Junction Nov 4 at 
11.30 24, Railwa; SPD» +7" on Bridge 

aa 3 WILiraM, Lines, Carpenter Nov 7 at12 

Rec, 48, High st, Bos! 


Martins Axy, Ambleside, Westmrla Nov 2at 11.45 120, 
Heirzman, ~ te Et en Watchmaker Novi at3 
55, h st, Merth 


Hexpy, Francis Pavt ‘SJasces, Tra Truro, = oe in Holy Orders, 
Nov 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bosca st, Truro 
—_ Joun Grores, Bilston, Staffs, Fi Rie Builder Nov 
4atl1l1 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Jouxstons, James Brorcu, Kentish Town rd, Chemist 


Nov 1lat230 Bankrupte bldge, , Carey st = 
yy ov 


Jones, ALrrep Cuag_es, Sou 
5at3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 


mouth 
Lags, Wit11am, Oldham, Cotton Waste Dealer Nov 1 at 
11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Lerrcs, Quintiy James, and “ ALEXANDER Bisset, Liver- 
Merchants’ Nov6at12 Of Reo, 35, 


ictoria st, a 
Lerasrivce, Davip, Dewsbury, General oe Nov l at 
Off 6, Bond terrace, Wakefiel: 
pag teeter as Victua'ler 


Miis, Witt1aM Henry, Pon 
Nov 4ati2 65, High st, N 
-— Lenny Shae oh Reece, Pawnbrober 
ov 2 9%, avenue 
Parker, Joun Wiisox, Am ‘eniedia”Wesclondoate Photo- 
grapher Nov 2 at 12.15 la Hghae, 
em, : R,& Bradford, Stu Epa ered = lati12 
81, Shaner row, Bradford 


Sane KELL, Manchester, Bristle Merchant Nov 1 
at 2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge et Manchester 
ment Wituiaw, Cl erman Nov 1 at 


Osborne Grimsby 
Rossxoaua My ay ‘Sabor a Ge Nov 1 Mt 11 Off Reo, 
row, 








Snes, Wau fe tenure G l Dealer Nov 

at? 65, Tydtl 

Sanpens, Faepenick _—— Ryde, I of W, Grocer 
Nov 4 at 11.30 Off Reo, N ie of W 

Suanr, Heyay, Shrewsbury, Hos Nov 2 at 


reruns, Trouae Wicsi0, rune, seth Nov 1 





Srracuax, Tom Epwarp 7. Leeds, Butcher's 
ger Nov4atll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Symixotox, a Srupson, Leeds, Nov 4 at 12 
row, 


Suytu, Eowar eee Nov Sat 

W. be Sun Hotel, Hitch comm Nov 6 at 12 30 
ARNER, ALFRED, ‘ov 

W: Grorce J. Ly thf of W, Dairyman Nov 4 
wom, ¢ gE JA 

WwW tS See cntecieten, Beleer Nov 
e.... ILLIAM HERBERT. 0" 

4at1 .30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Amended notice mbite for hat pune in the Lon 


coon Huan, Sheffield, Brewer’s Traveller Oct 30 at 3 
Off Rec, Fig Tree Lane, Sheffield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auiniy 2 Ord Oct 21 
Avene, ie Jos, , Horsorth, sae Market Guitian Leeds 
Bexcn, al Builder Windsor Pet Oct 17 
Ord Oct 21 ewer, 


Briaxey, Levi, Armley, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 , 


Broor, Frepericx Wri1iam, Tunstall, Staffs, Butcher 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Bower, Percy, rd, 8th Norwood, 
High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Borpey, — Landport,Grocer Portsmouth Pet Oct 


8 Ord 21 

Borpex, Hesry, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet Oct 
83 Ord Oct 21 y 

Breese, Francis Heyy, Cardiff,Grocer Cardiff Pet Oct 
21 Ord Oct 2 

Bayett, James Henry, Romford rd, Eevut gute, Builder 
High Court Pet Sept 7 Ord Oct 22 

Buremesz, Wiitt1am Hesry, Swansea, Journeyman Baker 
Swansea Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

CARTRIDGE, gh Grocer Birmingham 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 22 


Cawve.tt, We.am, Luton, Bedfordshire, Stonemason 
Laton Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
High Court Pet 


Corry, Mrtros, Lombard st, 
Oct 22 Ord Jan 2 
Crump, Sopata oes Bloxwich, Licensed Victualler 
Wi vet toak vine. Bon Racehorse 
pe Get 32 Gad Oot 22 
Duce.iesy, Joux aLpsy, Scarborough, Auctioneer 
Pet Sept 16 Ord Oct 18° 
Extwistie, James, Blackburn, Blacksmith Blackburn 
Pet Oct22 Ord Oct22. 
Foster, Lavinia, Swansea, Milliner Swansea Pet Oct 
22 Ord Oct 22 


Day. Leonarp, 
Trainer 


Hariayp, Wi.wiam, 


Pet 
Hart, Taomas Atrrep, Nth Hykeham, Lincs, Farmer 
Lincoln Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Hewastsos, oon Hvuppiestoxe, Barrow in Fur- 
ness, Grocer Barrow in Furness Pet Oct 21 Ord 


Oct 21 

Hors, Perge Leorotp, Stockport, Butcher Stockport 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct’ 21 

Lawrence, Georcs, Walsall, Harness Furniture Manu- 
facturer Walsall Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Lywpoxs, Emmy 


Wheelwright, Bir- 
Marsuatt, Revsey, 
noth IS Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Mepway, Watts, 
Dorchester Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 21 
Moors, Harry, Portland K 


Clerk Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Peapusz, Henry, . Pet 
Oct 1 Oct 23 

Rarer, Scarborough, Butcher Scarborough Pet 
Oct 23 Ord 
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Ropsrts, Jostan, Great Elms rd, Bromley Croydon Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Oct 21 

Rosrnson, ye Rn Hanrrsr, Durham, Lead Mine Owner 
Stockton on Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 22 

Sanpers, th Avexanpsr, Ryde. I of W, Grocer 
Newport and Ryde PetOct 21 Ord Oct 22 

Saxprorp, Witu1aMm, Lowestoft, Smackowner Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Symrvorox, _—- Pa gs Leeds, Bookseller Leeds Pet 

1 


Oct 17 

Towssenp, Faxpsricx Campaiy, Barton on Humber, Grocer 
Great Grimsby Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Winura ss - wrt) Ree Great 

Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Waicat, Arraurn Bowarp, — Cardiff, Tool Dealer 
Cardiff Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 

Amended Notice substitu ed fr that pub nth Lae 

don Gazette Gazette of the 13th August :— 


rd, Clapham Junction, Builder 
jaly 8 Ord Aug 8 
Amended Notice cubstituted for that aiid io Golan 
don Gazette of Ovt 1 


Hiurer, Bowry, Mi 
Wandsworth 


Woamioron, Saursox, 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oot 16 





“RL EEE oA taree mane 





Brapwsr, James, Stockton on Tees Stockton on Tees Pet 
Oct 24 ae, 
pawn ty | Ord Oct 25 


cucsantn tear tees Burton on Trent, Architect 
“*\purton on Trent Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 25 


Custer, Joszru Hosss, Fishmonger 
Leicester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Deacox, Frepericek Grorce ion. Ue U q 
well, Builder’s Foreman Oct 25 


Oct 25 
Deysa Georce Bea y, House Decorator 
Exeter Pet Oct 25° Ord Oct ’ 


Fargar, Witttam, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Leeds 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 


Pet Ord Oct 24 
Fouracres, z, Beckbury, Salop, Grocer Madeley 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Go.pgixe, Taomas Watcace, lane, E.C,, Solici- 
tor High Court Pet 6 Ord Oct 26 
Gotpsmip, Josern, Dealer Bath Pet 
9 


Sextoz, Taouas Newros, Leeds, 
Pet Oct 23 Ord 
Ssrmovr, Percy , and Oswarp Casscey Serwoce, 


c Martra, Birmingham, Gun Furniture 
| Nov éatll 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


Casa, “OnN Liverpool, Dairyman Nov 6 at 2 
Ost Reo, 35, Victoria st, . 
Cuancs, Rromaap > » Builder Nov 





4 
~; 
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Aurasp, North Lines, Farmer 
@ati2 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 


an, So Fg ty Yorks, Butcher Nov 6 
3 3 OF Rec, & al 


ae under Lyme, Butcher 
eat Sr Ont ina. Woweesthe ender 
Wruuax x, Halifax, Fish Nov9 


ih 
i 
i) 


io Set a 1s Eabesy Hout 


TZocez. Gaoeca Wauiisx. & Pailip’s Bristol, Baker Bristcl 





| amended Notice cubstitated: & tuted for ht published in the 
London Gazette 


Rarcuirrs, Gores, Leek, oot: 3s phon Nov 5 at 11 
Off Ree, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barss, aaa New Romney, Kent, Dairyman Hastings 
Pet Oc Ord Oct 25 
Boiiasp, ‘Saees Wrutir, Portishead, + Sugar 
M Bristol Pot Oct 1 Ord Oct 


Braputey, James, Stockton on Tees Stockton on Tees 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 


Braxsox, ARTHUR, + Journeyman Carriage 
Maker Eastbourne Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 23 
Fish Salesman East- 


| Brooxsaaw, Hewry, Eastbourne, 
bourne Pet Oct 23 


| See Tsomas, Preston, Lancs, Provision Dealer 
Bet Oct 25 —- 
| Capmax, Mary Letitia, we Park, Denmark Hill, 
orist High Court hes Bent Ir Ord Oct 24 
| Canpeyrse, Rosy Epwarp, Burton on Trent, Architect 
Burton on Trent Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
| Coutixs,  -: Hewsry Assert, Preston, Captain 
'D ‘Fe aoe Gr Ort Meee’ Shir! grins, Han- 
zacox, Frepertcx Geores Moss, ey 
well, Builder's Foreman Brentford Pet Oct 25 Ord 


Oct 26 
Deysuam, Gsroncz Beavis, Torquay, Horse Decorator, 
Exetor Pet 


2 Ord 


2B 24 
Fovracess, Grorcs, Beckbury, Salop, Grocer Madeley 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 26 
Gwrssz, Seauees Cuaetzs, Liangenny, Breconshire 
Pet Sept 6 Ord Oct 26 
— EyRY, and Hare) Hamper, Old Broad st, E C 
23 


Hosters High Court Pet Aug28 Ord Oct 
Hrrcues, Wii1iau or Halifax, Fish Dealer Halifax 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


Horxtss, Evax, is, Glam, Greengrocer Merthyr 
Pet Oct 25 Oct 25 
Massz, Sauvet, Edgware rd, Tailer High Court Pet Oct 
S Ord Oct 26 


Mezason, Fazpeaic« Pact, Birkbeck place, West Norwood. 
Commercial Traveller High Court Pet Oct# Ord 
Mazz, Pzscr, Chesterfield, Auctioneer Chesterfield Pet 


Oct 10 Ord Oct 26 
Mzzx, Fexpzzicx, Gt Tower st, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 26 


Noiceriscars, James, Atherton, Lancs, Auctioneer Bol- 
ton Pet Octil Ord Oct 


Noersiapce, Hezszezt, Hulme, Manchester, Beerhouse 
Manchester Pet Octll Ord Oct 26 
Milk Dealer 


Peace, Joszrz, 
Huddersfield Pet 22 Ord Oct 22 
Baw, James Roeser, Auyvas Cciizx Beviserox, and 
Hazer Hereze, Bradford, Yorks, Stuff Merchants 
Bradford Pet Oct3 Ord Oct 5 
—— Tsomas, Witrer> Rosrsos, and Wiis 
Hever Kosisecs, wre Boot Manufacturers 
a“ 


Seswe. Tsoxss Newros, Leeds, Leather Merchant Leeds 
PaOtzwm Of 0ahw 
Sermcce, Pzecr Busor, and Oswatp Cazssvues Szruove, 





Court Beben vendo, Zs vi api High 


Sure W WHuirtmors, _— Staffs, Fish Salesman Walsall 
Pet Oct 7_ Ord Oct 


Spreapsury, Ronene | ee Plumber Poole Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 


Susman, Joser, gardens, Finchley rd, 
Merchant Court Pet Augé Ord Oct 24 
Teansy, peat ld, Builder Sheffield Pet Oct 25 


Tuomas, Joun, Pembroke Dock, Pembrokeshire, Insurance 
Agent Pembroke Dock Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 23 

Wacken, Septimus AuGustvs, on oaraey Solici- 
tor Court Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 24 

Woorear, Gzorcs, Sou Builder Portsmouth Pet 
Oct 3 Ord Oct 25 


Woottey, Anraur Henry, Torquay, Pork Butcher Exeter 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 5.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Fanmwen, & Bripar- 
water, at the Mart, Freeh: Ground-rent of 
£1,500, secured on 39, H Park, and a Freehold Build- 
<= in Crane-court, (see advt. this week, 
P. 

Nov. 7.—Messrs. FarEBROTHER, Po, CrarK, & Co., at 
the Mart, at 2,  aaeeny and old Shops and 
Houses at Freehold Residence, ‘‘ Elm 
House,” a Hoi Serpents a Leasehold Block of Pro- 
gay Sa in Wood-street and Siivgr-strest, City, a Free- 

e 


Sees Eeelet. Geek p. 23). 


Nov. 7.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriexp, aS the Mart, 
—— Life Policies, &c. (see advt., this week, 


a oan. 5. &, Lee & Se, at the Mart, at 2, 
dens, 8.W.; Town 


Residence, 
Madson, 78, Portland-place see advt., this week, 








All letters intendea for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticatea 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrons’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 


Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. 


PRRIRELE E11 MEZA. EEL Jw 
St om 5 TEL see 5 5, kes 


Mager CBAELZA BYBEY BUICHISG, tay 
Axton: 4M MOTI CELA. tar, ; 
kaart: BABE OF LBGLARY; 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSGOS, Ey, Chsirmin, 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Ey, 
GUINTIS HOGG, Ya. 


heh Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Yar, 


| 


Paid-up Capital, £846,666. Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


BCHIBALD CAMERON paean, Eeq. 
iM N FRANCI6 OGILVY, 


4 
AUGUSTUS 6ILLEM, Ean, 
Keoreary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Uaq,. 


SOQEPE GUEMEY VOWLEE, Way, (Mesure, Price, Waterhouse, & Co.), 
THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, IAMITED, 


Approves Mercantile Bille Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


received on 
Insect 


upon. 


Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
‘‘ericds upon = Serus to be Bpecially Agreed 


Investments in an4 Bales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected, 
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